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Summary
The Antelope Valley Community College District north of Los An-
geles proposes- to build a new educational center in the Palmdale
area of the Antelope Valley on a 100-acre site donated by a local
businesman as part of a larger commercial and residential project.
Because of the rapid growth of the region, the center is likely to
grow into a comprehensive community college campus comparable
to the district's only current institution Antelope Valley College
in Lancaster.

In this report, the Commission indicates that the proposal for the
center meets all of itss criteria for the creation of educational cen-
ters, and therefore it recommends to the Governor, the Legislature,
and the Board of Governors:

1. That the Palmdale Center be approved as an educa-
tional center of the Antelope Valley Community Col-
lege District.

2. That the Antelope Valley Community College District
become eligible for capital outlay funding for the con-
struction of the Palmdale Center as of the 1996-97 fis-
cal year.

3. That the Antelope Valley Community College District
provide the Commission with a copy of the Environ-
mental Impact Report for the center upon its comple-
tion.

4. That should the Antelope Valley Community College
District propose to convert the Palmdale Center to a
full service community college, it should submit a re-
quest for that conversion to the Commission (pp. 3-4).

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting on October 24,
1994, on recommendation of its Educational Policy and Programs
Committee. Further information about the report may be obtained
from William L. Storey, Chief Pc';cy Analyst, Academic Programs
and Policy, CaiifcrniaPostsecondary Education Commission, at 1303
J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 95814-2938; telephone
(916) 322-8018. Further information about the planned center may
be obtained from Allan W. Kurki, Superintendent/President, Ante-
lope Valley Community College District, 3041 West Avenue K, Lan-
caster, California 93536-5426; telephone (805) 943-3241.
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1 Conclusions and Recommendations

/N THIS REPORT, the Commission responds to a request by the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges, pursuant to Section 66904 ofthe Education Code,
to analyze the need for and location of a new educational center in the Palmdale
area of the Antelope Valley Community College District north of Los Angeles.

The Antelope Valley district proposes to build the center on a 100-acre site donat-
ed by a local businessman and entrepreneur as part of a larger commercial and
residential project for Palmdale. It would be the district's second permanent insti-
tution -- the current institution being Antelope Valley College in Lancaster. For
two reasons the district proposes to name the facility the "Southeast Campus,"
although it would open only as an educational center: (1) the facility would be
located about 20 miles to the southeast of Antelope Valley College in Lancaster;
and (2) strong future population growth will most likely lead to its conversion tc a
larger and more comprehensive institution within the first decade of the twenty-
first century. Nonetheless, for reasons indicated in Part Three of this report, the
Commission chooses to refer to the institution as the "Palmdale Center" through-
out this analysis.

The district's proposal for the center, which the Board of Governors discussed on
May 13 and approved on July 14 of this year, is consistent with the Board's 1991
Long-Range Capital Outlay Growth Plan, which showed a need for a new center
for the Antelope Valley district in the near term of 1990 to 1995. The most recent
five-year plan of the Chancellor's Office's shows that, if the proposal is approved
by the Commission, the State would provide the first capital outlay appropriation
for planning and working drawings for the center in the 1996-97 fiscal year. Giv-
en that time table, the district should be prepared to submit a comprehensive project
proposal (termed a "Capital Outlay Budget Change Proposal" or "COBCP" by the
Department of Finance) with detailed budgetary plans to the Board of Governors
in February 1995.

The failure this past June of Proposition IC -- the $900 million general obligation
bond issue for higher education -- has cast the timing of this and many other col-
lege and university capital outlay projects into some doubt until a new funding
mechanism can be found. Nonetheless, for reasons discussed in Part Two of this
report, the Commission believes it should tak .. action on the proposal now and
that the district should submit its budget change proposal and detailed budgetary
plans by February. Therefore, in the remaining three pages of Part One of this
report, the Commission offers its conclusions and recommendations regarding the
proposed center.

In Part Two of this report on pages 5-14, the Commission comments on the un-
certainties facing community college capital financing -- and higher education gen-
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erally -- in the next few years and explains why planning should continue in spite of
the financing difficulties facing the State.

In the third part of the report, on pages 15-39, the Commission analyzes the dis-
trict's proposal for the new center within the context of the Commission's Guide-
lines for the Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleges, and
Educational Centers, which are reproduced in Appendix A on pages 41-52. Based
on that analysis, the Commission offers the following conclusions and recommen-
dations:

Conclusions

2

1. General: The Antelope Valley is experiencing explosive growth, the highest
of any community college service area in the State, and if that growth is to be
accommodated, additional services and facilities will be needed. The Palmdale
Center represents an essential addition to the currently limited community col-
lege services available in the high desert north of Los Angeles.

2. Enrollment projections: The enrollment projection for the Palmdale Center
-- developed by the district, approved by the Demographic Research Unit of
the Department of Finance, and shown in Display 9 on page 25 below -- projects
an opening enrollment in Fall 1998 of 2,942 headcount students, which should
translate to about 1,400 to 1,500 full-time-equivalent students (FTES). Since
both the Commission and the Board of Governors consider a minimum enroll-
ment of 500 full-time-equivalent students to be necessary to establish a perma-
nent educational center, this proposal satisfies the enrollment criterion.

3. Consideration of alternatives: The district considered six alternatives to es-
tablishing the proposed educational center, and concluded that none of them
was adequate to serve the expected population growth. Among these alterna-
tives, some did not apply to this situation, while at least one -- the use of tech-
nology -- is an integral part of the center's development plan. After reviewing
the available options, the Commission is satisfied that all reasonable alterna-
tives to establishing the center have been considered.

4. Serving historically underrepresented students: Locating a permanent center
in the rapidly growing Palmdale area will improve access to community col-
lege services generally, and particularly for historically underrepresented stu-
dents who often find traveling long distances to attend classes more difficult.
In addition, the district has proposed an array of services similar to those found
at Antelope Valley College in Lancaster, including student financial aid, edu-
cational op ortanity programs (EOPS), disabled student services (DSPS), and
a wide array of tutoring and counseling activities.

5. Academic planning: The district completed a districtwide Educational Mas-
ter Plan in 1992 that incorporated and adjusted a Facilities Master Plan that
was completed in 1990. The educational plan envisions the introduction of a
core curriculum at the Palmdale Center that will be expanded to include voca-
tional and laboratory courses as enrollment grows.



6. Funding projections. As of this writing, the district had not yet developed a
detailed support budget projection for the new center, although one has been
promised prior to Commission action. The capital outlay budget is prelimi-
nary and suggests a cost of about $52 million to build the center, spread out
over five phases covering 17 years. In the Commission's experience, this
cost estimate seems conservative for a center of the contemplated size. The
district has promised to review its numbers and revise its projection at the
time it submits its Capital Outlay Budget Change Proposal to the Chancel-
lor's Office in February 1995.

7. Geographic and physical accessibility. Access to the proposed center should
be excellent. It is proximate to State Highways 14 and 138 (as Display 3 on
page 18 shows), and should be easily reachable for anyone within a 15- to 20-
mile radius.

8. Environmental and social impact. The environmental impact report is near-
ing completion, and will be submitted to the Commission when finalized. The
one obvious problem is that the proposed site is located very near the San
Andreas Fault (Display 3, page 18). The Commission is not a "responsible
agency" as that term is defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and proximity to environmental dangers is accordingly not among
the Commission's criteria, but it is clear that the Chancellor's Office will have
to give this problem very serious consideration at the time the project is ap-
proved for funding.

9. Effects on other institutions. The Antelope Valley is isolated from other ed-
ucational institutions. There are no four-year institutions, public or private,
within 60 miles of the proposed site, and no community colleges within 50
miles. All neighboring institutions have indicated their support for the new
center, and given the distances, there should be no adverse effects on any of
them.

10. Economic efficiency. The site includes 100 acres of land with a current mar-
ket value of about $2 million. In addition, contributions by the donor/devel-
oper and the City of Palmdale will add another $3.2.5 million for infrastruc-
ture development. This total gift of $5.25 million constitutes substantial con-
formity with the requirements of this criterion.

Recommendations Based on its analysis of the Antelope Valley Community College District's pro-
posal to establish the Palmdale Center, and p-rsuant to its responsibilities under
Section 66903 and 66904 of the Education Coue, the Commission recommends as
follows to the Governor, the Legislature, and the Board of Governors of the Cal-
ifornia Community Colleges:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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1. That the Palmdale Center be approved as an educational center of the
Antelope Valley Community College District.

2. That the Antelope Valley Community College District become eligible for
capital outlay funding for the construction of the Palmdale Center as of
the 1996-97 fiscal year.

3. That the Antelope Valley Community College District provide the Com-
mission with a copy of the Environmental Impact Report for the center-
upon its completion.

4. That should the Antelope Valley Community College District propose to
convert the Palmdale Center to a full service community college, it should
submit a request for that conversion to the Commission.

12
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Context for Assessing the Proposal

SECTIONS 66903(2a) and 66903(5) of the Education Code provide that the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission "shall advise the Legislature and the
Governor regarding the need for and location of new institutions and campuses of
public higher education." Section 66904 also provides:

It is further the intent of the Legislature that California Community Colleges shall
not receive state funds for acquisition of sites or construction of new institutions,
branches, or off-campus centers unless recommended by the commission. Acquisi-
tion or construction of non state-funded community college institutions, branches,
and off -campus centers, and proposals for acquisition or construction shall be
reported to and may be reviewed and commented upon by the commission.

Pursuant to this legislation, in 1975 the Commission developed a series of guide-
lines and procedures for the review of new campus and off-campus center propos-
als and then revised them in 1978, 1982, 1990, and most recently in August 1992
under the title of Guidelines for the Review of Proposed University Campuses,
Community Colleges, and Educational Centers (1975, 1978, 1982, 1990b, and
1992c). As most recently revised, these guidelines require each of the public high-
er education systems to develop a statewide plan every five years that identifies
the need for new institutions over a 15-year period.

Once the system submits its statewide plan to the Commission, the Commission
requests that it submit more detailed short-term plans for campuses or centers
through a "Letter of Intent to Expand." If the Commission staff reviews that let-
ter favorably, the staff invites the system to submit a comprehensive proposal --
referred to as a "needs study" -- that the staff evaluates according to ten criteria
to determine its relative merit, after which the Commission recommends to the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature that the new campus or center be approved -- creating
an eligibility to compete with other districts for State capital outlay appropriations

or be disapproved and remain ineligible.

Expansion during In several of the Commission's previous reports on proposed new community col-
retrenchment? lege institutions, the Commission noted that legitimate questions had been raised

about the advisability of creating new colleges and centers in an era characterized
by severe budgetary constraints and the unknc wn effects on enrollment of poten-
tially large increases in student fees. The relevance of these questions persists as
student fee increases and multi-year budgetary restrictions continue to impact com-
munity college enrollments negatively.

According to the Legislative Analyst, the community college system lost 4.3 per-
cent of its full-time-equivalent student (FTES) enrollment between 1992-93 and
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1993-94, after a 2.7 percent decline the previous year (1994, p. F-10). The Chan-
cellor's Office recorded a headcount enrollment loss of 84,754 students (5.8 per-
cent) between Fall 1992 and Fall 1993, and projects a further loss of 42,664 (3.1
percent) students for Fall 1994. After that, the trends reverse and growth resumes
itself, although it is not expected that the system will achieve a new enrollment
high point until 1999, when the Chancellor's Office projects an enrollment of
1,546,663 (Chancellor's Office, 1993). (The previous enrollment high was in 1991
when 1,531,944 students enrolled for at least one class.) The Demographic Re-
search Unit believes the historical high will not be exceeded until 2003 (Depart-
ment of Finance, 1994).

Whether sufficient funding can be found to support the enrollment increases that
are expected to begin in 1995 is unknown. Even if some funding can be found,
however, there is a question about the advisability of using it for new construction
when the need for reconstruction, renovation, and related projects caused by de-
ferring routine maintenance activities is so great. For this subject, the proper term
is probably not "deferred maintenance" but "capital asset management," which
refers to the process whereby buildings and infrastructure are kept useful through
their expected life span. Buildings that are not maintained will wear out faster and
be less useful while still in service, ultimately resulting in premature renovation or
replacement. It has long been known that prudent investments in maintenance will
pay great dividends in the long run. As in many other areas, a small amount of
prevention can obviate expensive cures at a later date.

Unfortunately, at least in recent years California has not set aside sufficient fund-
ing to keep its multi-billion dollar investment in higher education's physical plant
in good working order. According to the Legislative Analyst, using data reported
by the three public segments, deferred maintenance backlogs in 1993-94 amount-
ed to $348 million for the University of California, $327 million for the California
State University, and $200 million for the California Community Colleges. The
last of these figures is certainly low, with the real figure probably amounting to at
least as much of a deficiency as in the two university systems. Even without a
community college adjustment, however, the cumulative backlog for the three sys-
tems is at least $875 million. In 1993-94, expenditures for deferred maintenance
were $31.8 million for all three segments combined; for 1994-95, expenditures
were scheduled at only $29.7 million -- all from the support budget, where funding
is extremely limited and redirection to other purposes commonplace. Even if spent,
however, such amounts as these remain miniscule compared to the backlog that is
already very large and is probably growing at a rate of over $150 million per year.
Given that backlog, a legitimate question can be raised as to whether some funds
for new construction should be diverted for a few years in order to prevent the
existing physical plant from deteriorating further.

A related issue concerns the availability of general obligation bond financing. Giv-
en the recent defeat of Proposition IC and the fact that little uncommitted funding
remains from all of the bond issues previously approved by the voters, resource
prospects are not promising. Most of the capital outlay projects scheduled for
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1994-95 and 1995-96 depended on Proposition 1C, and while the Antelope Val-
ley District's proposal is not dependent on that funding source, since the initial
funding for the project does not occur until the 1996-97 fiscal year, the bond is-
sue's failure will surely result in an even greater backlog of projects than currently
exists, and consequently delay funding for the Antelope Valley project. As of this
writing, the Legislature is considering Assembly Bill 163 (Areias), which would
resubmit the bond issue to the voters in November. If approved by the Legisla-
ture, and then by the voters -- and both actions are far from certain -- then new
monies will become available for facilities expansion and renewal. Even if ap-
proved, however, the amount contained in the proposal is far less than the identi-
fied need.

On the support budget side of the equation, higher education continues to face
another major dilemma. There is considerable hope that California's economy has
seen the bottom of the worst recession in memory, and some observers of the
economic scene -- most notably the UCLA Business Forecasting Project -- have
stated that the recovery has already begun. That is news that encourages the
belief that State General Fund revenues will increase at more or less historical
rates (six to seven percent per year), but it must be tempered by the fact that other
demands on the treasury from corrections, health, welfare, and K-12 education,
most of them under federal, statutory, or State constitutional mandates, may crowd
out much of the funding higher education will need in the future. If that remains
true, and if higher education cannot find major efficiencies that will produce more
education for the same or less funding, then the State may not be able to find
funding sufficient to finance the enrollment expansion that is predicted to occur in
the latter part of this decade and the first decade of the next century. If that
expansion is frustrated because of deficiencies on the support budget side, and
new buildings to house that expansion are consequently less necessary, perhaps
any available funds should be used to maintain and restore the existing physical
plant.

The Commission is concerned about these developments, but believes that plan-
ning for new institutions must continue in spite of the uncertainties. To that end, it
has initiated both the "Fresh Look" and the "COPAC" (Capital Outlay Planning
Advisory Committee) processes, which are examining different aspects of the plan-
ning challenges higher education will face in the coming decade. In four previous
reports on proposed new campuses and educational centers (1992d, 1992e, 1993a,
1993b), the Commission outlined a number of reasons why planning should con-
tinue in spite of the great uncertainties California faces. With some modifications,
it restates those reasons here:

1. Capital planning and operations planning involve different revenue sources.

Funding for capital outlay generally comes from a different revenue source than
funding for general institutional support. The funds necessary to support the fac-
ulty, administration, student services, financial aid, and all of the other day-to-day
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operations of an institution of higher education come from the State General Fund,
and in the case of the community colleges, from local property taxes as well. Fund-
ing for capital outlay comes almost entirely from bonds, both the General Obliga-
tion Bonds approved by the voters in statewide elections, and lease-payment (rev-
enue) bonds authorized by the Legislature or by the systemwide governing boards.
The budget crises of the past several years have largely been support budget dis-
locations, and occurred at the same time that the voters of California approved two
major General Obligation bond issues for capital outlay. While bond funding has
become more uncertain recently, past approvals suggest reason for hope that new
bond issues will be approved in the future.

2. The population of California is growing rapidly.

California's population continues to grow rapidly. According to the most recent
projection from the Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the State Department
of Finance, between 1995 and 2010 some 561,000 additional students are expect-
ed to seek admission to the California Community Colleges alone, a number roughly
equivalent to the capacity of 56 colleges of 10,000 students each. Much of that
expansion will be accommodated on existing campuses -- and the Board of Gov-
ernors is also considering a number of alternative ways to serve students more ef-
ficiently -- but even with those efforts, it is clear that many new educational cen-
ters and colleges will be needed. The exact number of colleges and centers that
will be required in the next 15 years is currently being studied by both the Chan-
cellor's Office and the Commission.

3. Most of the growth will occur in the community colleges.

Due in part to the budgetary protection afforded to the community colleges by
Proposition 98, the fiscal reductions contained in the 1991-92, 1992-93, and 1993-
94 budgets fell hardest on the University of California and the California State
University, and resulted in enrollment levels below theprojections for 1990 through
1993 from the Demographic Research Unit. In addition, rapid fee increases have
widened the affordability gap between the four-year institutions and the communi-
ty colleges. These two factors have already produced a diversion of students to
the Community Colleges and thereby increased enrollment pressures on that sys-
tem even further.

4. It is less expensive to educate students in the community colleges
than in the State's public universities.

The Commission's most recent data on cost per student (1992a) indicate that the
average cost per student for operations is only 39 percent of the cost in the State
University, and 24 percent of the cost at the University of California. Further, the
Commission estimated in 1990 (1990b) that the capital outlay cost per student is
about 53 percent of the State University cost, and only 13 percent of the cost at
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the University of California. Clearly, it is more fiscally prudent to provide higher
educational services, at least for the first two undergraduate years, in the Califor-
nia Community Colleges.

5. Capital outlay project planning lead times are very long.

Another fundamental difference between appropriations for the day-to-day oper-
ations of California's colleges and universities, and those for capital outlay, is that
capital outlay projects require much longer lead times for planning. Between the
time a new institution is conceived, and the time the first student is admitted, is
normally a minimum of eight years and can be much longer. There are relatively
recent examples where planning took place over a period of several decades prior
to student and staff occupancy of the facilities.

6. Failure to move proposals along now will create backlogs and delays.

As noted above, the large enrollment increases projected to occur between 1995
and 2010 will necessitate the construction of some additional campuses and cen-
ters. Although the exact number of those institutions is unknown, it is necessary
to make decisions now on proposals as they become ready for evaluation, lest a
bottleneck be created later.

7. Economic conditions are improving.

As noted above, California's economic recovery has begun. That recovery is now
slow, but eventually, an expanding economy should produce better higher educa-
tion budgets. As the recovery gains momentum, it will be imperative to continue
planning, lest resources and opportunities be lost in the absence of a sensible way
to Use them. If proposals for new institutions are reviewed now, it will be possible
to build and occupy them at a time in the future when economic conditions are
more favorable.

8. Approval by the Commission creates only an eligibility
for funding, not a mandate.

The Commission performs a unique role in the capital outlay process in that it is
the only agency that offers recommendations on the establishment of new institu-
tions in all three higher education systems. Such an approval does not, however,
provide any funding for that institution; it only creates an eligibility to compete for
funding with existing colleges and universities. The success or failure of that com-
petition depends on a multilayered and very comprehensive review process that
involves the systemwide central offices, the Governor, the Legislature, the De-
partment of Finance, the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and the State Public
Works Board.
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For all of these reasons, the Commission believes it should proceed with its analy-
sis of the Antelope Valley Community College District's proposed Palmdale Cen-
ter, while recognizing at the same time that long-range planning efforts are occur-
ring simultaneously. Although Antelope Valleys fit into the Board of Governor's
1991 long-range facilities plan as a near-term project (scheduled for funding be-
tween 1990 and 1995), various circumstances have pushed it into the mid-term
and could push it even further into the long-term category. That "slippage" con-
stitutes one of the reasons for regular revisions in long-term plans, which both the
public systems and the Commission are in the process of developing at present.
Such planning processes, which are difficult at any time but have been rendered
even more difficult by the continuing instability and uncertainty ofthe fiscal situa-
tion, are intensive efforts that require the application of major staff resources.

For the past year, it has been the Commission's intention to produce a 15-year
long-range plan for the physical development of California higher education -- a
plan that would discuss the individual 15-year plans of the three public segments,
as well as some issues relating to independent institutions, within an overall state-
wide context. It is still the Commission's plan to produce a report in January of
1995, but recently, the Board of Governor's decided to forestall development of
its 15-year plan for about six months to permit a newly appointed Facilities Task
Force to consider ways of reducing the need for new campuses and centers.

Given that development, as well as the defeat of Proposition 1C, the Commission
wishes to stress that this report focuses on an evaluation of the Antelope Valley
proposal on its own merits, but without regard to a statewide planning context.
That context, which must be both long term and intersegmental, will ultimately de-
termine where the Antelope Valley proposal fits in with other proposals and other
needs for capital outlay funding. It is not one of the purposes of this report to
determine the overall planning context into which the proposal must ultimately fit
or its priority for funding. Accordingly, the Commission believes it will be pm-
dent for the Board of Governors to delay all funding for any campus or center ex-
pansion until its long-range plan has been completed and submitted for review to
the appropriate agencies, including the Commission. Since the Antelope Valley
District's Palmdale Center is not scheduled for its first funding until the 1996-97
fiscal year, this condition should not represent a serious inconvenience.

10

Origins Following publication by the Commission of Higher Education at the Crossroads
of the proposal in 1990, which represented the Commission's first major statewide facilities plan-

ning effort, the Chancellor's Office of the California Community Colleges retained
the services of "v1GT Consultants, Inc., to conduct a statewide survey of all 71
districts for the purpose of determining the collective need for new campuses and
educational centers. MGT published its report in September 1990 and concluded
that "the data suggest the need for a center in the near-term and campus in the
mid-term for the eastern part of Antelope Valley CCD" (p. 43).

The Chancellor's Office subsequently conducted its own analysis and divided pro-
spective campus and educational center needs into "Near Term/1990-1995," "Mid
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Term/1995-2000," and "Long Term/2000-2005" categories. A total of 37 new
institutions were ultimately recommended in the report approved by the Board of
Governors (1991), with 14 of those coming in the near term. Antelope Valley was
recommended for a center in the near term with the anticipation that it would
evolve into a full campus before the end of the decade.. Another center to be
located in the western portion of the district was anticipated for the long term.
The report concluded as follows (op. cit., Appendix C):

Also a large district (2,000 square miles), Antelope Valley is located north
of Los Angeles in one of the State's fastest growing areas. Enrollment is
expected to increase from 9,600 to 22,000 by 2005. Further development
at the current campus in Lancaster is limited and the data calls [sic] for a
center in the eastern part of the district in the near term, to become a cam-
pus in the mid term (1995-2000), and a second center in the long term,
probably to the west. Planning should be coordinated with the adjacent
districts, Santa Clarita and Victor Valley.

Because of the strong population growth anticipated for the area, the district un-
dertook an extensive master planning effort in August 1991 that produced both an
academic master plan and a facilities master plan -- the contents of which are dis-
cussed in the next section. To assist in that effort, the district retained the consult-
ing firm of Maas, Rao, Taylor and Associates to survey possible sites for the new
educational center. In seeking a site, the district asked its consultants not only to
locate a site that might be large enough to contain a full campus but also to locate
one that could be donated to the district.

The consultants' search proved successful when one of the area's prominent land-
owners, David P. Bushnell (the owner of Bushnell binoculars), stepped forward in
June 1992 with a potential donation of 100 acres southeast of Lancaster in the
Palmdale area.

With that donation in hand, the district invited staff from the Commission and the
Chancellor's Office to visit the area for a preliminary evaluation -- a visit that took
place on October 15, 1992. Following a lengthy discussion of the district's over-
all needs, including such matters as enrollment growth, geographic spacing of fa-
cilities, the capacity and enrollment potential of the existing campus in Lancaster,
and other subjects drawn from the Commission's guidelines, staff from both agen-
cies concluded that the proposal had merit and that planning should continue. For
the remainder of 1992 and much of 1993, that planning proceeded, with a particu-
lar emphasis on finalizing a memorandum of understanding with the City of Palm-
dale, beginning an Environmental Impact Report process, and refining the educa-
tional and facilities master plans.

By the Fall of 1993, sufficient planning and consultation had occurred for the dis-
trict to begin the process of seeking formal approvals from the Board of Gover-
nors and the Commission, and on September 27, the Antelope Valley Community
C °nage D istect (AVCCD) approved a "Resolution of Intent Regarding the South-
east Palmdale Site." This action led to a November 3 letter from Joe Newmyer,
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Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Policy, to President Allan Kurki of the district, inviting
the district to submit a "Letter of Intent to Expand" required by the Commission's
guidelines, a December 1 submission of the Letter of Intent, and a December 20
letter from Mr. Newmyer to William Storey of the Commission's staff approving
the letter and requesting review by the Commission. On January 3, 1994, Mr.
Storey wrote to Mr. Newmyer on behalf of Executive Director Fox to approve the
Letter of Intent and advise the district to proceed with its planning. These items of
correspondence are included as Appendix B on pp. 53-64 below.

For the next few months, the district compiled the materials necessary to satisfy
the requirements of the Commission's guidelines, and submitted them .s a formal
"Needs Study" on March 22.

Response The Commission's guidelines require the Board of Governors to include all pro-
to the proposal posals for new institutions in their 15-year plan, and to approve specific proposals

prior to Commission action. In the case of the Palmdale Center, Vice-Chancellor
Newmyer presented a staff report to the Board of Governors on May 12 that was
approved by the Board on July 14 (Appendix C, pp. - ).

Following the pattern established both by the Commission's guidelines and by var-
ious sections of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code, the staff report pre-
sented an overview of regional and community characteristics, an analysis of en-
iolIment projections, and discussions of various matters that tend to be parallel to,
and consistent with, the types of questions asked in the Commission's guidelines.
These included (Board of Governors, 1994):

Effects on nearby secondary and postsecondary institutions;

Community support;

Programs and services;

Serving the disadvantaged;

Consideration of alternative sites;

Environmental impact;

Analysis of alternative delivery systems with cost/benefit analysis;

Rationale for approving the proposed program; and

Economic efficiency and proposed sources of funding for needed resources.

Some of the Chancellor's primary conclusions included the following (op. cit,
12):

Staff analysis of the Antelope Valley Community College District proposal to
establish an educational center near Palmdale has led to the conclusion that this
proposal is justifiable, desirable, and timely.

The district is experiencing a very high rate of population growth. All indications
are that this growth will continue for a considerable time. The single campus
serving district residents is rapidly approaching capacity. All other institutions of
higher education, whether two-year or four-year, are at least an hour's commute
away. 2 0
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No other alternatives were found to be feasible for providing full educational ac-
cess and opportunity to students, and potential students, residing in the southeast-
ern portion of the Antelope Valley Community College District. All of the neigh-
boring educational institutions are strongly supportive, as is the local community.

Following the Board of Governors' action, the Commission undertook its own
analysis of the proposal, with the results described in Part Three of this report.
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Analysis of the Proposal

FOR TWO YEARS, the Commission has been operating under a revised planning
framework that requires the development of a statewide plan for each segment of
California public higher education, and integrates that planning process with spe-
cific reviews of proposals for new campuses and educational centers. The overall
planning process is defined primarily by the Commission's report A Framework
for Statewide Facilities Planning (1992b), but it is also mentioned prominently in
the Guidelines for Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleg-
es, and Educational Centers (1992c). While both of these reports define the state-
wide planning process, the guidelines also provide definitions of the types of facil-
ities to be reviewed, schedules that assure timeliness in the review process, and ten
criteria under which all proposals for new ;istitutions will be judged. With specif-
ic regard to community college projects, the guidelines define three types of edu-
cational entities:

Outreach Operation: An outreach operation is an enterprise, operated away from
a community college or university campus, in leased or donated facilities, which
offers credit courses supported by State funds, and which serves a student popula-
tion of less than 500 full-time-equivalent students (FTES) at a single location.

Educational Center: An educational center is an off-campus enterprise owned or
leased by the parent district and administered by a parent college. The center
must enroll a minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent students. maintain an on-site
administration (typically headed by a dean or director, bui not by a president,
chancellor, or superintendent), and offer programs leading to certificates or de-
grees to be conferred by the parent institution.

College: A full-service, separately accredited, degree and certificate granting in-
stitution offering a full complement of lower-division programs and services; usu-
ally at a single campus location owned by the district; colleges enroll a minimum
of 1,000 full-time-equivalent students. A college will have its own administration
and be headed by a president or a chancellor.

The term "campus" is not used as a working definition in the guidelines, primarily
because it has become so generic in common usage that it often appears in the
names of both colleges and educational centers. Rarely is an educational center of
minimum size (500 or more full-time-equivalent students) referred to as a center,
since the term "campus" seems to suggest greater prestige and perhaps a more
comprehensive program. Even outreach operations (less than 500 fulll-time-equiv-
alent students) often use the term "campus," and it is for that reason that the Com-
mission has decided to eschew use of the term. The Antelope Valley Community
College District's proposal for the "Southeast Campus" is a good example of this
terminology; the name suggests a comprehensive college, yet the proposal is for
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an educational center. At some undetermined future date, it is expected that the
center will grow into a comprehensive community college. Should growth war-
rant such a change, with all it implies -- a free-standing administration, a more
comprehensive program, and accreditation by the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges -- the district will return to the Board of Governors and the Com-
mission for approval of the conversion. For the purposes of this report, and in the
hope of avoiding confusion, the term "Palmdale Center" will be used throughout
to describe the district's proposal.

The Commission's ten criteria are reproduced in detail on the following pages. In
summary, they are as follows:

1. The needs study must contain both statewide and local ten-year enrollment
projections approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance. Projected enrollment must be sufficient to establish the college or
center.

2. Programmatic alternatives must be considered, including such possibilities
as expanding existing campuses, increasing utilization, sharing facilities with
other institutions, or using nontraditional educational delivery systems.

3. There must be a plan to serve disadvantaged and historically underrepre-
sented students.

4. There must be an academic plan, with all programs described and justified.

5. An analysis of both capital and support costs must be included.

6. There should be a cost-benefit analysis of alternative sites.

7. Physical, social, and demographic characteristics must be described, and a
plan for transportation access to the site presented.

8. An environmental impact report should be provided.

9. There should be a strong consultation process with the community and its
institutions, and the impact of the proposed campus on the enrollments of
existing campuses in the area must be considered.

10. More favorable consideration should be given to proposals where landor other
tangible assets are donated, and where intersegmental cooperation can be
demonstrated.

Overview
of the region

16

The Antelope Valley Community College District is located in the high desert re-
gion in Los Angeles County north of the City of Los Angeles, as shown in Display
1 on the opposite page. Among the largest districts in the State from a geographic
standpoint, it encompasses about 2,000 square miles of territory with borders on
Kern (the district extends a short distance into Kern County), San Bernardino, and
Ventura Counties. Its primary cities include Lancaster and Palmdale (Display 2,
page 18), both of which are experiencing rapid population growth. As of the 1990
census, the region included 231,331 people, but the latest projections from the
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DISPLAY 1 Community Colleges in the Los Angeles Basin and High Desert Region, with the Antelope
Valley Community College District Highlighted
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Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) project tremendous
growth over the next twenty years, with almost 400,000 people expected to swell
the area's population to 622,608 by 2010. Lancaster, where the district's only
college is currently located, had a 1990 population of 97,291, but is expected to
grow to 234,278 by 2010. Palmdale, which has few community college services
at the present time, had a 1990 population of 68,842, but is expected to grow at an
even faster rate to 264,905 by 2010.

Display 3 on page 13 shows the approximate location of the proposed center in an
area southeast of Palmdale, with Display 4 on page 19 showing the full 540-acre
development and Display 5 on page 20 the current physical master plan for build-
out of the facility in 2015, when enrollment is expected to reach approximately
15,000 headcount students, or about 7,385 full-time-equivalent students.

Various demographic characteristics of the region are included within the discus-
sions of the Commission's ten criteria below.
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DISPLAY 2 Major Features of the Antelope Valley and Victor Valley Community College Districts
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DISPLAY 3 Sites of Antelope Valley College and the Proposed Palmdale Center
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DISPLAY 4 Land Use Plan of College Park, Palmdale, Showing Proposed Residential Areas,
Golf Course, Retail Area, and Community College Center/Campus Site

CONCEPTUAL LAND USE PLAN

COLLEGE PARK, PALMDALE

Source: Antelope Valley Community College District, 1994 (Appendix to Needs Study).

Criterion 1
Enrollment
projections

1.1 Enrollment projections must be sufficieht to justifr the establishment
of the "new institution," as that term is defined above. For a proposed new
educational center, enrollment projections for each of the first five years
of operation (from the center 's opening date), must be provided.

As the designated demographic agency for the State, the Demographic
Research Unit has the statutory responsibility for preparing systemwide and
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DISPLAYS Conceptual Site Plan for the Palmdale Community College Center/Campus

CONCEPTUAL CAMPUS PLAN

COLLEGE PARK, PALMDALE
ACADEMIC SF. ± mum SF

PARKING: t 2.000 SPACES

Source: Antelope Valley Community College District, 1994 (Appendix to Needs Study).
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district enrollment. For a proposed new institution, the Unit will approve all
projections of undergraduate enrollment developed by a systemwide central
office of one of the public systems or by the community college district
proposing the new institution. The Unit shall provide the systems with advice
and instructions on the preparation of enrollment projections. Community
College projections shall be developed pursuant to the Unit's instructions . . . .

1.6 For a new community college or educational center, enrollment projected
for the district proposing the college or educational center should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district colleges and educational
centers. If the district enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity of existing district colleges or educational centers,
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compelling regional or local needs must be demonstrated. The district shall
demonstrate local needs by satisfying the requirements of the criteria specified
in these guidelines. Regional and statewide needs shall be demonstrated by the
Board of Governors through the long-range planning process.

As noted earlier, the northern tier of Los Angeles County is growing rapidly. In
part because of lower housing costs in the valley, but also because of the negatives
of noise, pollution, congestion, and fear for personal safety in Los Angeles, people
are moving to the high desert in record numbers.

For many years, the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance
projected population growth in all 71 community college districts in California.
Due to resource restrictions, the Demographic Research Unit no longer prepares
that report, but as of the 1991-92 fiscal year, the average statewide population
growth rate was 1.72 percent per year, a rate that is probably little changed to the
present. The Unit listed the Antelope Valley district as the fastest growing in
California, with an annual population increase of 6.72 percent, almost four times
the statewide average. These data are shown in Display 6 on the next page.

Recent projections by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
confirm this growth pace. As shown in Display 7 on page 23, the 20-year growth
rate for the entire high desert region between 1990 and 2010 is projected to be 5.1
percent per year compared to a statewide rate for the same period of time of 1.75
percent. Growth in the Palmdale area, where the center is proposed to be located,
is projected at the even higher rate of 7.0 percent for the same period of time.

The Research and Analysis Division of the Chancellor's Office has translated these
population projections into districtwide enrollment and Weekly Student Contact
Hour (WSCH) projections through the year 2007. Display 8 on page 23 shows
that projection for the Antelope Valley district, as well as actual enrollment growth
in the district since 1972, both of which are considerable. Between 1972 and 1992
(the last year for which actual data are available), district enrollment increased by
6,313 students or 139.1 percent in 20 years. Between 1992 and the final year of
the projection in 2007, growth is expected to total 13,523 students, which repre-
sents another 124.6 percent increase, and in a shorter period of time (15 years).

These dramatic growth figures are reflected in the official enrollment projection
approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the State Department of Finance.
That projection, shown in Display 9 on page 24 (See Appendix D on page for
the letter of approval), shows an opening enrollment for the Palmdale Center of
2,942 headcount students in 1998, with the expectation of growth to 8,014 stu-
dents in 2008. In full-time-equivalent student terms, opening enrollment should be
1,449, with 2008 full-time-equivalent enrollment projected at just under 4,000.

Criterion 1.6 above states that "enrollment projected for the district proposing the
college or educational center should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing district colleges and educational centers." In the community colleges,
capacity is measured by a formula known as the "capacity/load ratio," which mea-
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DISPLAY 6 Percent Change in the Adult Population (as Defined in Section 1118.1, Revenue
and Taxation Code) in California Community College Districts, January 1, 1991
to January 1, 1992

Community College District Percent Change Community College District Percent Change Community College District Percent Change
Antelope Valley 6.72% Fremont-Newark 2.29% Grossmont-Cuyamaca 1.04%Mt. San Jacinto 6.07 West Hills 2.28 Foothill-De Anza 0.95
Victor Valley 5.99 Mendocino-Lake 2.25 San Diego 0.83Santa Clarita 5.63 San Joaquin Delta 2.16 San Francisco 0.79Imperial 4.37 Lake Tahoe 2.06 North Orange 0.78
Saddleback 4.35 Sonoma County 2.05 Compton 0.72Sierra 3.80 Southwestern 1.96 Barstow 0.71Palomar 3.53 Gavilan 1.91 Citrus 0.71State Center 3.47 Chabot-Las Positas 1.91 West Kern 0.70Mira Costa 3.35 Rancho Santiago 1.87 Los Angeles 0.67
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 3.19 Siskiyou 1.86 Cerritos 0.66Solano County 3.12 Hartnell 1.79 West Valley-Mission 0.64Chaffey 2.99 Contra Costa 1.75 El Camino 0.58Lassen 2.99 Napa 1.65 Santa Barbara 0.57Feather River 2.98 San Jose-Evergreen 1.64 Cabrillo 0.55Kern 2.82 San Mateo County 1.57 Peralta 0.53Yuba 2.79 Palo Verde 1.52 Rio Hondo 0.50
Desert 2.65 Marin 1.51 Coast 0.48Riverside 2:62 Mt. San Antonio 1.49 Long Beach 0.48
Redwoods 2.58 San Bernardino 1.47 San Luis Obispo 0.43Los Rios 2.52 Glendale 1.41 Monterey Peninsula 0.36
Yosemite 2.41 Merced 1.41 Pasadena Area 0.33
Sequoias 2.38 Ventura County 1.33 Santa Monica 0.27Butte 2.29 Allan Hancock 1.29 STATEWIDE 1.72%

Source: Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, May 15, 1992.

sures the total square footage of classrooms and laboratories, estimates the num-
ber of students that should be accommodated in that space given existing space
and utilization standards, and compares that number to those actually enrolled
or projected to be enrolled. If space and enrollment are perfectly balanced, the
ratio will equal 100 percent. Ifspace exceeds the amount needed, the ratio will
exceed 100 percent; it will fall below it if a college is overenrolled and thus has
a space deficiency. Most colleges have space deficiencies, and therefore nor-
mally show capacity/load ratios between 85 and 95 percent.

The Antelope Valley Community College District is a rapidly growing, single-
campus district, and in such districts it is not surprising to see capacity/load ra-
tios considerably below 100 percent -- in other words, with fairly serious space
deficiencies in classrooms and laboratories. As of the 1993-94 academic year,
the classroom ratio was at 81 percent; the teaching laboratory ratio was at 75
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DISPLAY 7 Population Projections for the Antelope Valley,
1990-2010

Year Lancaster
Unicorporated

Palmdale Areas Total

1990 97,291 68,842 65,198 231,331

2000 152,280 161,203 88,355 401,838

2010 234,278 264,905 123,425 622,608

1990 to 2000 Growth
Number 54,989 92,361 23,157 170,507

Cumulative Percent 56.5% 134.1% 35.5% 73.7%

Annual Percent Change 4.5% 8.8% 3.0% 5.6%

2000 to 2010 Growth
Number 81,998 103,702 35,070 220,770

Cumulative Percent 53.8% 64.3% 39.6% 54.9%
Annual Percent Change 4.4% 5.0% 3.3% 4.4%

1990 to 2010 Growth
Number _ 136,987 196,063 58,227 391,277

Cumulative Percent 141.8% 285.8% 89.3% 169.1%

Annual Percent Change 4.4% 6.9% 3.2% 5.0%

Source: Southern California Association of Governments, 1993.

percent, and is projected to go even low-
er to 71 percent in 1995-96 when a build-
ing on the Lancaster campus is taken off-
line for remodeling. That further reduc-
tion may not occur, however, since the re-
modeling project was dependent on pas-
sage of Proposition 1C, but even so, the
space problem on the main campus is se-
vere, and, without the construction of new
facilities, will worsen in coming years.
The district's five-year plan contains pro-
visions for the amelioration of the space
deficiencies, but all are dependent on new
construction both in Lancaster and in
Palmdale, and funding for that is doubtful
under foreseeable fiscal circumstances.
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DISPLAY 8 Actual and
Projected Enrcllment and Weekly
Student Contact Hours (WSCH)
for the Antelope Valley
Community College District,
1972 to 2007

Year Enrollment
WSCH per
Enrollment

IgJg
WSCH

Actual
1972 4,537 NA NA
1973 4,731 NA NA
1974 5,057 10.791 54,570
1975 6,667 10.024 66,828
1976 6,405 9.886 63,319
1977 6,828 8.904 60,794
1978 5,846 9.030 52,787
1979 6,623 8.443 55,918
1980 7,676 7.860 60,332
1981 7,995 7.723 61,746
1982 7,538 8.138 61,348
1983 7,122 8.536 60,795
1984 7,066 8.164 57,688
1985 7,163 7.915 56,693
1986 7,993 7.784 62,216
1987 7,987 8.088 64,602
1988 8,848 7.711 68,226
1989 8,931 8.062 72,001
1990 10,084 8.342 84,118
1991 !0,239 9.110 93,276
1992 10,80 8.683 94,212
Projected
1993 9,895 9.629 95,280
1994 10,042 9.629 96,694
1995 10,508 9.629 101,180
1996 11,042 9.630 106,329
1997 12,306 9.629 118,492
1998 13,490 9.629 129,893
1999 13,858 9.629 133,440
2000 14,852 9.629 .143,015
2001 15,836 9.629 152,489
2002 17,019 9.629 163,882
2003 18,238 9.629 175,619
2004 19,560 9.629 188,342
2005 21,038 9.629 202,575
2007 24,373 9.629 234,695

Source: Research and Analysis Unit, Chancellor's
Office, California Community Colleges.
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DISPLAY 9 Projected Enrollment for
the Palmdale Center of the Antelope Valley
Community College District, 1998 to 2008

Year Enrollment WSCH'
WSCH per
Enrollment

Estimated
FTES:

1998 2,942 21,729 7.4 1,449

1999 3,366 24,861 7.4 1,657

2000 3,790 27,993 .7.4 1,866

2001 4,214 31,124 7.4 2,075

2002 4,640 34,271 7.4 2,285

2003 5,207 38,459 7.4 2,564
2004 5,774 42,647 7.4 2,843

2005 6,341 46,835 7.4 3,122

2006 6,909 51,030 7.4 3,402

2007 7,441 54,960 7.4 3,664
2008 8,014 59,191 7.4 3,946

1. Weekly student contact hours.

2. Full-time-equivalent students.

Source: Antelope Valley Community College District, 1994.
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Criteria 2 and 6: Consideration
of programmatic and geographic alternatives

2.1 Proposals for new institutions. should address
at least the following alternatives: (1) thepossibility
of establishing an educational center instead of a
university campus or community college; (2) the
expansion of existing institutions; (3) the increased
utilization of existing institutions, particularly in the
afternoons and evenings, and during the summer
months; (4) the shared use of existing or new
facilities and programs with otherpostsecondary
education institutions, in the same or other public
systems or independent institutions; (5) the use of
nontraditional modes of instructional delivery,
such as "colleges without walls" anddistance
learning through interactive television and
computerized instruction; and (6) private fund
raising or donations of land or facilities for the
proposed new institution.

6.1 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives,
including a consideration of alternative sites for
the new institution, must be articulated and

documented. This criterion may be satisfied by the Environmental Impact
Report, provided it contains a comprehensive analysis of the advantages and
disadvantages of alternative sites.

The Antelope Valley district, with assistance from its consultants -- Maas, Rao,
Taylor and Associates -- considered six alternatives to its final decision to receive
the 100-acre gift from David P. Bushnell. Those alternatives include those listed
and discussed below, and parallel the Commission's guidelines.

Educational center versus a college

This is listed as the first of the Commission's possible alternatives, but is irrelevant
in the present case since the proposal is for a new center. Nevertheless, the dis-
trict discussed the option briefly, since its long-range intent is to convert the cen-
ter into the district's second community college campus. The date of the eventual
conversion cannot be determined at the present time, since there are so many vari-
ables regarding funding and population growth to consider, but if adequate sup-
port and capital funding are provided, and the enrollment projections developed
by the district and approved by the Demographic Research Unit prove reasonably
accurate, conversion by the middle of the next decade (2000-2010) is probable.



Expansion of Antelope Valley College

The Antelope Valley district is a single-campus district at the present time. In its
needs study, it lists a number of reasons why expansion of the existing Lancaster
campus is a poor choice compared to creation of the Palmdale Center. These
reasons include physical limitations of the existing campus, the need to construct
new buildings, commuting problems from various parts of the district, the need to
develop parking structures, possible class scheduling problems, and access diffi-
culties that may impact historically underrepresented students in particular. The
last of these reasons is discussed in the next section under "disadvantaged and
historically underrepresented students."

The Lancaster campus is master planned for 20,000 headcount students on a 112.3 -
acre campus. Given that land area, a significant expansion is probably impractical
from a physical planning standpoint, and inadvisable from an academic quality view-
point. Given the enrollment projections for the district (Display 7), it is likely that
the master-plan limit will be exceeded by about 2005, which alone militates against
the idea of unlimited expansion in Lancaster. Yet there are three other reasons for
rejecting the unlimited expansion of the Lancaster campus.

Expansion of the Lancaster campus to accommodate anticipated enrollment
growth through 2010 will necessitate both the purchase of additional land and
the construction of additional classrooms and laboratories. Given the residen-
tial location of the Lancaster campus -- the campus is, or soon will be, sur-
rounded by homes -- it is probable that land purchase costs would be high,
could involve litigation, and would probably have to be consummated almost
immediately. Compared to the 100-acres offered at no cost to the district, such
an alternative is unattractive.

Palmdale, not Lancaster, is the fastest growing community in the district, as
shown in Display 7. Construction of new buildings at the proposed center,
compared to building them on the Lancaster campus, will place services where
they will be most needed in the future.

Construction of a new center -- and probably a college in the long run -- will
give one of the State's largest districts (at 2,000 square miles, the district is
larger than 34 of California's counties) better geographical balance, and hence
better access for potential students, particularly those who live to the southeast
of the main campus.

Increased utilization of Antelope Valley College,
including year-round operations

Unlike the California State University, and recently, the University of California,
the community colleges do not develop comprehensive utilization studies for class-
rooms and laboratories. Consequently, it is difficult to evaluate the district's as-
sertion that "The College staff has diligently developed a schedule of classes which
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utilizes the existing facilities into the late afternoons as well as evenings and week-
ends" (1994, p. 27). Nevertheless, since existing space and utilization standards
are incorporated in the calculation of capacity/load ratios, and since those ratios
strongly suggest overcrowding, it is probable that utilization at the Lancaster campus
is, in fact, quite high. To that, it should be added that the utilization standards
employed by the community colleges are the highest in the nation (CPEC, 1990c),
which also suggests that the facilities are well used in this district. These indica-
tors suggest that a higher utilization rate is probably not a viable alternative to
building the new center.

The question of year-round operations was not addressed at any length by the
district, although it has been studied comprehensively in prior years, was exam-
ined favorably, if briefly, by the Board of Governor's Commission on Innovation,
and is currently being examined again by the Board's Facilities Task Force that is
due to report its findings early in 1995. The Commission on Innovation recom-
mended broad implementation of year-round operations -- while noting that it might
not work everywhere and concluded that it could save the State as much as $3.5
billion in construction and bond interest charges (1993, p. 100).

The difficulty with any analysis of year-round operations that only considers the
issue of savings in construction costs is that it ignores the substantial increases in
cost that can occur on the operations side of the budget. Those costs originate
from the fact that State support often replaces fee support during the summer
term, and the related fact that lower attendance during the summer tends to de-
crease class size, which results in higher instructional costs for the same number of
students taught. At least in part, State-supported summer sessions tend to turn
large colleges into small colleges, and few, if any, have been able to overcome the
circular problem of small enrollments producing limited offerings, which produce
low enrollments, which necessitate limited offerings, and so on. A comprehensive
study conducted by the California State University -- which considered both sup-
port and capital outlay costs -- concluded that year-round operation was not cost
effective, even when enrollment during the summer term equaled 100 percent of
the enrollment during the regular academic year (1992, p. 23). The State Uni-
versity's study was only for its own system, of course, and therefore cannot be
applied directly to the community colleges in general or to Antelope Valley in
particular. Nevertheless, until a community college study that considers both sup-
port and capital outlay is produced, it is unlikely that year-round operations will
become a serious possibility.

Increased use of existing facilities at other institutions

Given the unreasonable distances between the Lancaster/Palmdale area and all
other postsecondary institutions, this option cannot be considered a credible alter-
native. The nearest public university is California State University, Northridge,
which is not only over an hour's drive away but also in difficult physical straits due
to the Northridge earthquake. The nearest community colleges are the College of
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the Canyons (55 miles to the southwest of the Palmdale site) and Victor Valley
College (53 miles to the east).

Use of nontraditional modes of instructional delivery

Because the district covers such a large rographic area, it is an ideal laboratory
for distance learning technologies. Because of that, the district plans to use "in-
structional broadcast television, cable television, computer-based instruction, com-
puter-video disc interactive systems, satellite linkages, audio tape learning sys-
tems, and virtual reality laboratories" (1994, p. 27). These technologies will per-
mit the center to receive coursework from distant community colleges -- at some
savings -- and will also permit the transmission of courses to remote locations.

Yet technology is not an unmixed blessing, and is not yet at such a stage of devel-
opment that it can serve as a replacement for traditional instruction at the center
itself, even though that center is planned to act as something of a technological
base. The district spoke to several of the problems and possibilities in its needs
study (pp. 27-28):

Beyond question, all of these (technological) systems show great promise for supplement-
ing classroom instructional programs and developing learning systems which permit stu-
dents to pursue their learning in a self-paced, individualized mode. The drawback of these
systems is the initial cost of hardware and the production or acquisition of suitable soft-
ware. Another difficulty in implementing these modes of delivery lies in the nature of the
learners themselves. To profit from technology-based instructional delivery alternatives,
the learners must be receptive to technological devices, must have a cognitive style that
permits them to learn in an independent, self-paced manner, and must have the discipline
and the motivation to pursue learning on their own.

Furthermore, the above mentioned nontraditional education methods require a faculty who
are geared to the development, operation, and management of learning programs that es-
sentially place each student in a separate classroom. Such an adjustment is not a simple
one for many faculty members who are still struggling with computer literacy themselves.

At its present state of development, technological applications in education should
be properly viewed as adjuncts or supplements to regular instructional processes.
The Commission believes that technology, in numerous forms, is probably the wave
of the future, and that various technological innovations can save some resources
now. But it would be overly optimistic to think that technology alone could elim-
inate the need for a new center or college in an area growing as rapidly as the
Antelope Valley. In the decades to come, the effects of technology will be felt at
an increasing pace throughout higher education, but those effects will not occur
overnight.

Private fund raising or donation of land or facilities

The acquisition of a 100-acre site at no cost to the State or the district is, of course,
one of the strengths of the proposal. Further, the district has a formal agreement
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with the City of Palmdale and the landowner/donor to share certain costs of infra-
structure development, master planning, and environmental assessment. The site
to be donated has a current appraisal value of $2 million; other benefits that will
accrue to the district as the site is developed could extend that value above $5
million. The district adds that it is now engaged in private fund raising as never
before, a phenomenon that was previously little known in the community colleges,
but is certainly growing in popularity as funding restrictions continue.

Consideration of alternative sites

The district, after reviewing its long-term population and enrollment demograph-
ics, concluded in 1990 that a new center/campus would be essential. It was at
about the same time that various State-level planning studies were being produced
-- including several by the Commission -- that indicated forcefully that capital out-
lay funding would be in short supply, especially for site acquisition, which falls
into the third of three priority categories employed by the Board ofGovernor's in
evaluating capital outlay requests from the districts.

For these reasons, the district decided that a site purchase would almost certainly
be out of the question, and it consequently established a primary criteria for its site
search that any site considered would have to be donated. It also established a
minimum site size of 100 acres. Those two criteria, formidable as they seemed at
the time, produced an initial list of five possibilities. Further analysis of the suit-
ability of the sites, which involved discussions with the owners and various city
and county officials, led to a reduction of the list to two strong possibilities, both
of which were visited by both Chancellor's Office and Commission staff. Ulti-
mately, the Bushnell site was chosen for the following reasons:

The site's location in relation to area demographics.

The feasibility of providing infrastructure for the site.

The development advantages of 100 contiguous acres.

Acquisition at no cost.

The potential for annexation by the City of Palmdale.

Proximity to Palmdale International Airport in conjunction with approval by
the State Department of Aeronautics.

The present and planned surface street circulation system.

The feasibility of completing an environmental impact report for the site.

Strong support from local agencies and residents.

None of the other sites came close to offering a similar array of advantages.
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Criteria 3 and 7
Demographics,

physical
characteristics,

and service to the
disadvantaged

3.1 The new institution must facilitate access for disadvantaged and
historically underrepresented groups.

7.1 The physical, social, and demographic characteristics of the location
and surrounding service areas for the new institution must be included.

The district's 1990 Facilities Master Plan contains a useful summary of the physi-
cal characteristics of the Antelope Valley:

The District is 1,945 square miles in area and is approximately 70 miles wide in
the east-west direction and 40 miles north-south. Roughly two thirds of the Dis-
trict area comprises the nearly level high desert region known as Antelope Valley,
part of the Mojave Desert. The remaining third forms the south boundary and
consists largely of small valleys or mountains: Soledad Canyon, Leona and Sierra
Pelona Valley, and the San Gabriel and Sierra Pelona Mountains.

The climate of the region is typical of an inland region excluded from coastal
marine influence by the San Gabriel Mountains. It can be characterized as being
much cooler than the L.A. Basin in the winter and warmer in the summer. It also
has high diurnal (day-to-night) temperature swings typical of a climate with a low
average relative humidity and a very high percentage (80%) of clear days. It is
quite windy, with daily prevailing winds from the west-southwest often exceeding
25 mph.

One would assume that such a desert climate would be dominated by high temper-
atures and the need for cooling. But it is actually the reverse and dominated on an
annual basis by the need for heating. This is due to the relatively high elevation at
the College (2,400 ft.) and the accentuation of cooling by the, prevailing winds
which can be quite chilling outdoors.

Display 10 on the next page shows many of the demographic characteristics of the
area surrounding the proposed Palmdale Center. Since it has been demonstrated
repeatedly that proximity to community college services has a great bearing on
attendance rates, the district presented census data and projections for the area
within a ten-mile radius of the proposed new institution. That area at the present
time is predominantly White, but the projections indicate that all other racial/eth-
nic groups are gaining rapidly in population shares. As of the 1990 census, the
area was 22.2 percent Hispanic, but that share is expected to grow to 25.7 percent
by 1998. Similarly, Asian/Pacific Islanders are projected to grow from 3.7 percent
to 6.4 percent, while the Black population is projected to grow from 6.4 to 8.0
percent.

It appears that Palmdale is also growing older. Currently, the average age is 28.4
years, but by 1998, that is e::pected to grow 1:)y almost two full years to 30.2. In
part, this is because Palmdale is gaining from an exodus of retired persons from
the Los Angeles basin, but it is also due to the fact that people in general are living
longer than ever before.

There are a significant number of low-income households in the immediate area of
the proposed center, as indicated in Display 11 on page 31, and the district be-
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DISPLAY 10 Population Demographics for the Region within Ten Miles of the ProposedPalmdale
Education Center, 1990, 1993, and 1998

Item
1990 Census 1993 Estimate 1998 Projection

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Population 96,571 100.0% 115,513 100.0% 143,154 100.0%Number in group quarters 662 0.68% 786 0.68% 909 0.64%
Households 1 person 4,477 14.6% 4,789 13.5% 4,929 11.8%2 persons 8,228 26.8% 9,006 25.4% 9,625 23.1%3-4 persons 12,364 40.3% 14,928 42.1% 18,592 44.7%5+ persons 5,535 18.0% 6,702 18.9% 8,432 20.2%Total 30,604 100.0% 35,424 100.0% 41,577 100.0%
Average Household Size 3.13 3.24 3.42
Families 24,484 28,806 34,641
Race White 73,507 76.1% 85,083 73.6% 100,548 70.2%Black 6,224 6.4% 8,266 7.1% 11,462 8.0%Asian/Pacific Islander 3,590 3.7% 5,231 4.5% 9,219 6.4%American Indian 970 1.0% 853 0.7% 563 0.3%Other 12.280 12.7% 16,080 13.9% 21,363 14.9%Total 96,571 100.0% 115,513 100.0% 143,155 100.0%
Hispanic Origin 21,406 22.1% 27,236 23.5% 36,812 25.7%
Age 0 - 5 13,715 14.2% 15,592 13.4% 18,064 12.6%6 - 13 14,471 14.9% 17,534 15.1% 20,921 14.6%14 - 17 5,023 5.2% 5,959 5.1% 7,472 5.2%18 - 20 3,395 3.5% 3,530 3.0% 4,637 3.2%21 - 24 4,835 5.0% 5,300 4.5% 6,727 4.6%25 - 34 21,669 22.4% 25,493 22.0% 30,106 21.0%35 - 44 15,106 15.6% 18,892 16.3% 24,362 17.0%45 - 54 7,733 8.0% 9,761 8.4% 13,755 9.6%55 - 64 5,137 5.3% 6,067 5.2% 7,529 5.2%65 - 74 3,580 3.7% 4,445 3.8% 5,286 3.6%75 - 84 1,553 1.6% 2,153 1.8% 2,989 2.0%85 and over 355 0.3% 785 0.6% 1,303 0.9%Total 96,572 100.0% 115,511 99.9% 143,151 99.9%
Median Age 28.40 29.40 30.20
Males 0 - 20 18,928 38.5% 22,436 38.4% 26,462 36.6%21 - 44 21,042 42.8% 25,387 43.5% 31,183 43.1%45 - 64 6,660 13.5% 7,745 13.2% 10,736 14.8%65 - 84 2,312 4.7% 2,554 4.3% 3,546 4.9%85 and over 119 0.2% 157 0.2% 342 0.4%Total 49,061 100.0% 58,279 100.0% 72,269 100.0%
Females 0 - 20 17,676 37.2% 20,180 35.2% 24,632 34.7%21 - 44 20,567 43.2% 24,298 42.4% 30,015 42.3%45 - 64 6,210 13.0% 8,083 14.1% 10,548 14.8%65 - ::4 2,821 5.9% 4,045 7.0% 4,730 6.6%85 and over 236 0.4% 628 1.0% 961 1.3%Total 47,510 100.0% 57,234 100.0% 70,886 100.0%
Owner-Occupied Households 22,160 72.4% 25,888 73.1% 30,689 73,8%Renter-Occupied Households 8,443 27.6% 9,536 26.9% 10.888 26.2%

Source: Adapted from Antelope Valley Conummity College District, 1994, p. 12
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lieves that the existence of the center, and perhaps ultimately a full-service college,
will do a great deal to enhance educational opportunities in the region. Experi-
ence with other centers and colleges around the State supports this belief strongly,
as the Commission has demonstrated consistently that, at least to a degree, "prox-
imity is destiny."

To serve certain groups of students who may not be familiar with the procedures,
practices, and disciplines of higher education, or who may require remediation or
special language instruction, the district is proposing an array of student services
similar to those offered at Antelope Valley College. These services certainly in-

clude the kind of financial aid pack-
ages that are generally available in
all community colleges, but the dis-
trict will also offer basic skills
courses, English as a Second Lan-
guage, disabled students programs
(DSPS -- Disabled Students Pro-
grams and Services), and a group
of services in the following areas:

Admission to the college;

Tests in writing, reading, and
mathematics;

Orientation to the college;

Assessment of abilities and in-
terests;

Counseling and advising;

Registration and records

Follow-up of student progress

Support services for special stu-
dents

DISPLAY 11 Household Incomes Below $10, 000 and $20,000
in the Antelope Valley Community College District, 1990

City and Zip Code'

Total
Number of
Households

Number
Below

$10.000

Percent
Below

$1 0,000

Number
Below

$20.000

Percent
Below
$20.000

Acton 93510 2,592 104 4.0% 251 9.7%
Lake Hughes 93532 863 55 6.4% 137 15.9%
Lancaster 93534 13,715 1,660 12.1% 3,429 25.0%
Lancaster 93535 18,997 1,634 8.6% 3,685 19.4%
Lancaster 93536 13,969 1,090 7.8% 2,319 16.6%
Littlerock 93543 3,367 323 9.6% 633 18.8%
Llano 93544 448 42 9.3% 94 21.0%
Palmdale 93550 19,251 1,733 9.0% 3,696 19.2%
Palmdale 93551 8,054 379 4.7% 926 11.5%
Palmdale 93552 4,604 276 6.0% 594 12.9%
Pearblossom 93553 451 33 7.4% 83 18.5%
Rosamond 93560 3,976 493 12.4% 1,185 29.8%
Valvermo 93563 568 36 6.3% 106 18.6%

Palmdale 93591 2,102 135 6.4% 315 15.0%

District Totals 92,937 7,991 8.5% 17,454 18.7%

Palmdale Totals 40,421 2,982 7.3% 6,499 16.0%

I. Italicized cities are in the Palmdale Center service area.

Source: Antelope Valley Community College District, 1994.

Criterion 4
Academic
planning

and program
justification

In designing the center, the district
will observe the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilities Act
to ensure convenient access for the
physically handicapped.

4.1 The programs projected for the ne.,, institution must be described
and justified. An academic master plan, including a general sequence
of program and degree level plans, and an institutional plan to implement
such State goals as access; quality; intersegmental cooperation; and
diversification of students, faculty, administration, and staf f for the new
institution, must be provided.
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The district completed work on a comprehensive Educational Master Plan in 1992,
a plan that envisions three colleges/centers to serve a rapidly growing area. That
plan included a 1990 Facilities Master Plan that projected development at the Lan-
caster campus and anticipated, in general terms, the need for expansion to other
sites.

As with most good master planning processes, the Antelope Valley district sought
the counsel -- directly in most cases -- of many constituencies throughout the
district, including faculty, students, administrators, local business interests, com-
munity organizations, and private citizens. A planning methodology was devel-
oped that began with a review of the district's mission and previou., educational
planning, then proceeded to collect enrollment data by discipline, assess existing
programs and support services, and survey employment needs in the region. From
there, determinations were made of future programmatic needs, of programs in
need of expansion, continuation, or elimination. The process took three years and
involved assistance from several professional consultants. Ultimately, it led to the
following conclusions (1992, p. 1):

At the outset, Antelope Valley College should expand with a one college, multi-
center/campus organizational structure. This will need to be evaluated in the
future. Initially there should be one president, one set of vice presidents, and
one set of academic deans and directors, and one facilities planning and devel-
opment office.

All students must have access to the full range of student services at each loca-
tion.

Educational programs and support services will be administered on a district-
wide basis.

There should be one academic senate with consideration for the unique needs of
each location.

A solid set of support services is essential for the instructional programs to
meet their missions.

A learning center, library and audiovisual services are required at each loca-
tion.

Programs which require extensive laboratory space and expensive equipment
will not be duplicated at each new center/campus.

Advancements in electronic technologies are to be used wherever possible.

Duplicate course numbering in selected subject areas should be utilized when it
promotes interdisciplinary study or provides flexibility for student program plan-
ning.

One office of institutional research will serve the needs of each center/campus.

One college foundation and one legal service will meet the needs of each center/
campus.

With those general understandings, the district went on to provide a number of
assumptions that will govern development of the Palmdale Center (p. 2):
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The program of study at AVC Southeast [the Palmdale Center] will begin with
basic lecture classes.

Limited laboratory offerings will be available in science, computer related cours-
es, fine arts, and physical education, as examples. These will increase as the
student body grows.

Full programs will be offered in certain disciplines which will provide core trans-
fer courses, some vocational courses, developmental education, and courses of
special interest to the community.

When clinical facilities are available, the district will review offering registered
and vocational nursing.

These assumptions led to the construction of the array of curricular offerings for
the Palmdale Center listed in Display 12 below.

DISPLAY 12 Instructional Offerings Projected for the Palmdale Center, Assuming an Opening
Enrollment of 2,942 Headcount Students

Instructional Discipline Number of Sections Instructional Discipline Number ofSections

Biological Science 7 Consumer Education/Child Development 19

Business/Management 67 Humanities 19

Computer and Information Science 13 Mathematics 15

Education/Physical Education 18 Physical Science 5

Engineering/Technology 24 Psychology 35
Fine and Applied Arts 18 Public Affairs and Services 6

Foreign Language 14 Social Science 32
Health Occupations 10 Interdisciplinary 48

Total Number of Sections 320

Source: Antelope Vally Community College District, 1994, p. 31.

Criterion 5 5.1 A cost analysis of both capital outlay estimates and projected support

Funding costs for the new institution, and possible options for alternative funding

projections sources, must be provided.

The current five-year plan for the community colleges calls for the expenditure of
about $19.3 million for the first phase of the Palmdale Center. This includes $1.9
million for on- and off-site development to be appropriated in 1996-97 and 1997-
98, and $17.4 million to be appropriated over a four-year period beginning in 1997-
98 for the construction of 56,945 assignable square feet (ASF). The district's
1994 needs study presents somewhat different numbers, as shown in Display 13 on
page 34. These phases call for the construction of 302,134 assignable square feet
at a total cost of $51.9 million, or $172 per square foot of usable space.

In viewing this projection, it is necessary to emphasize the word "tentative." The
uncertainties of the current fiscal climate are so dominant that it is difficult to take
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DISPLAY 13 Tentative Capital Outlay Budget
for the Palmdale Center of the Antelope Valley
Community College District
Building
Phase

Date of
Occupancy

Assignable
Square Feet

Projected Total
Building Cost

1 1998 79,549 $15,890,000
2 2002 36,667 5,940,000
3 2006 51,450 8,335,000
4 2010 64,914 10,516,000
5 2015 69,554 11,268,000

Total 302,134 $51,949,000

Source: Antelope Valley Community College District, 1994, p. 34.

any long-range projection of construction costs
seriously. In all probability, the district would have
much preferred to say as little as possible on this
subject, but since the Commission's guidelines re-
quire a projection of costs, district officials have
provided one. The reality, given the defeat of
Proposition IC, is that capital funding is in grave
doubt at the present time, and as noted in Part
Two of this report, the lack of funding will doubt-
less cause delays in all capital outlay funding
schedules.

As to the projections offered by the district, it is
likely that the cost estimates are understated. In
the Commission's report on the Madera County
Center, which is similar to the Palmdale Center in
that it is also in a high growth area and will even-

tually become a full-service college, a much more detailed estimate was developed
by the State Center Community College District, and that estimate at buildout was
for $106.5 million. Further, in Higher Education at the Crossroads (1990b), the
Commission suggested a general estimate of $100 million for a full-service com-
munity college with 8,000 students based on 1988 dollars. Accordingly, when the
-Antelope Valley district presents its formal funding proposal to the Chancellor's
Office for consideration -- which should occur early next year -- it seems likely
that the estimate contained in the needs study will increase.

On the support side of the equation, the district provided no support budget pro-
jection. From previous studies, however, a budget of $4 to $5 minion would be
typical for a center of about 3,000 headcount students, which is the center's pro-
jected opening enrollment. Yet few centers have opened with that large an en-
rollment, so the initial costs could be less than anticipated.

Criterion 7.2

Geographic
and physical
accessibility

34

7.2 There must be a plan for student, faculty, and staff transportation
to the proposed location. Plans for student and faculty housing, including
projections of needed on-campus residential facilities, should be included
if appropriate. For locations that do not plan to maintain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting time for students defined generally
as not exceeding a 30-45 minute automobile drive (including time to locate
parking) for a majority of the residents of the service area must be.
demonstrated.

The Palmdale site is about 19 miles from the existing Lancaster campus, a distance
that normally requires about a half hour to traverse. In the future, as the popula-
tion continues to grow, it is likely that that time will increase. Display 14 on the
opposite page shows the distances and travel times from various parts of the dis-
trict, between the Lancaster campus and the proposed Palmdale Center, and be-



DISPLAY 14 Travel Times and Distances within the Antelope Valley Community College District
and to the Nearest California Community Colleges in other Districts

Driving
Time in

Origin Destination Miles Minutes

Within the Antelope Valley Community College District
1. Antelope Valley Community College District Palmdale Center 19 30

2. Lake Los Angeles Palmdale Center 29 38

3. East Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Palmdale Center 27 36

4. Southwest Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Palmdale Center 33 35

5. North Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Palmdale Center 36 55

6. Northwest Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Palmdale Center 68 96

7. Northeast Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District' Palmdale Center 32 38

8. North Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Lancaster Campus 26 35

9. West Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Lancaster Campus 49 64

10. Southwest Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Lancaster Campus 48 52

11. East Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District Lancaster Campus 34 45

12. Northeast Boundary, Antelope Valley Community College District: Lancaster Campus 25 33

Between the Palmdale Center and Community Colleges in Other Districts
1. College of the Canyons Palmdale Center 51 61

2. Victor Valley College Palmdale Center 53 62

3. Los Angeles Mission College Palmdale Center 58 69

1. To Edwards Air Force Base

Source: Anteleope Valley Community College District, 1994, Exhibit U.

tween the Palmdale Center and the nearest community colleges. Although not
listed in the display, the nearest four-year institution, public or private, is Califor-
nia State University, Northridge, which lies 62 miles to the southwest (about one
hour and ten minutes driving time).

As is often the case for proposals at this stage of development, public transporta-
tion issues have not been resolved. The district has offered assurances, however,
that public transportation issues will be carefully considered as the center moves
closer to admitting students later in the decade. In most cases, of course, students
travel to community colleges by automobile, and since the site is proximate to the
Antelope Valley freeway (State Highway 14) and Pearblossom Highway (State
Route 138), as shown in Display 3, access should be more than adequate.

Criterion 8 8.1 The proposal must include a copy of the final environmental impact report.
To expedite the review process, the Commission should be provided all
if related to the environmental impact report process as it becomes
available to responsible agencies and the public.

Environmental
and social impact
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The Palmdale Center is part of a 540-acre master planned residential/commercial/
educational development. As of this writing, the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) is in the developmental stage, but a draft of the report should become avail-
able in the near future. The district has committed itselfto providing the Commis-
sion with a copy of the report, and with related materials, as they become avail-
able.

It should be noted that the Commission is not a "responsible agency" as that term
is generally understood and defined under the provisions of the California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Commission's interest in the Environmental
Impact Report process, therefore, is not one of legal standing, but relates to facets
of the process that may impact its guidelines for the review of new institutions.
Environmental Impact Reports generally contain much useful information related
to transportation access, population concentrations, air traffic patterns, and other
matters that can impact a site's general suitability. Although the Environmental
Impact Report for the PalmdaleCenter is not yet complete, district officials have
indicated that, with one exception, there are no known environmental impediments
to construction of the center that cannot be mitigated.

The exception involved the potential danger of locating the center at the selected
site in Palmdale: the site is located almost on top of the San Andreas Fault, as
Display 23 shows. District officials and the developers of the entire 540-acre
complex are aware of this problem and are willing to live with it, but it is probable
that the environmental impact report, when completed, will have to give serious
consideration to the problem. Possible consequences for the district and the State
could include additional seismic reinforcing of the structures, possibly beyond the
requirements of the Field Act. The Chancellor's Office, at such time as funding
becomes available for the project, will have to give this problem its close atten-
tion.

Criteria 9.1
and 9.3

Effects on other
institutions

36

9.1 Other systems, institutions, and the communi4) in which the new institution
is to be located should be consulted during the planning process, especially
at the time that alternatives to expansion are explored. Strong local, regional,
andlor statewide interest in the proposed facility must be demonstrated by letters
of support from responsible agencies, groups, and individuals-.

9.3 The establishment of a new community college must not reduce existing
and projected enrollments in adjacent comnnmity colleges either within the
district proposing the new college or in adjacent districts to a level that
will damage their economy of operation, or create excess enrollment capacity
at these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication ofprograms.

Although it is growing rapidly, the Antelope Valley remains an isolated area from
major population centers. At the present time, Antelope Valley College is the
only regionally accredited public or private postsecondary educational institution
in the area. As shown in Display 14, the nearest community college is the College
of the Canyons in Santa Clarita, some 51 miles to the southwest. The nearest



public or private four-year institution is California State University, Northridge,
which is also located to the southwest at a distance of 62 miles.

Distances of this magnitude render moot the question of unnecessary duplication
of programs or other adverse effects on neighboring institutions. Nevertheless,
the district did endeavor to advise neighboring institutions of its plans, and includ-
ed letters of support in its needs study (Appendix E). Strong letters of support
were received from the superintendents and/or presidents of the Santa Clarita, Victor
Valley, Kern, and Chaffey Community College Districts, and another supportive
letter has been promised by California State University, Northridge.

Community support also appears to be strong. There is no known opposition to
the project, and warm and sustained support has been received in writing from the
City of Palmdale, the City of Lancaster, the Lancaster School District, the Ante-
lope Valley Union High School District, the Palmdale School District, the East-
side Union School District, and numerous corporate interests including the Lock-
heed Corporation.

Criterion 10
Economic
efficiency

10.1 Since it is in the best interests of the State to encourage maximum
economy of operation, priority shall be given to proposals for new institutions
where the State of California is relieved of all or part of the financial burden.
When such proposals include gifts of land, construction costs, or equipment,
a higher priority shall be granted to such projects than to projects where all
costs are born by the State, assuming all other criteria listed above are
satisfied.

10.2 A higher priority shall be given to projects involving intersegmental
cooperation, provided the systems or institutions involved can demonstrate
a financial savings or programmatic advantage to the State as a result of the
cooperatiiv effort.

This final criterion in the Commission's guidelines was added in 1992 in recogni-
tion of the fact that capital funding was becoming increasingly restricted. The
1992 General Obligation Bond issue even contained a rider that none of the bond
proceeds could be used for site acquisition, and while that rider was not included
in the recently defeated Proposition 1C, both the Chancellor's Office and the Com-
mission have advised community college districts throughout the State that pro-
posals involving State funds for site acquisition would probably occupy such a low
priority that funding would be doubtful.

With those facts in mind, the Antelope Valley district decided at a very early stage
that it would look only for donated sites, and it did so in spite of the fact that land
costs in the Lancaster/Palmdale area are not high compared to costs in urban areas
where site purchases would generally be prohibitively expensive in today's fiscal
climate. The 100-acre site to be donated by David P. Bushnell represents a major
economic benefit to both the State and the district, since its value has been esti-
mated at $2 million. In addition to that, planning and infrastructure donations
from both the City of Palmdale and the developer are estimated to be worth anoth-
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er $3.25 million. Such amounts are very much in the spirit as well as the letter of
the Commission's tenth criterion.

With regard to intersegmental cooperation, there are no two- or four-year institu-
tions in the area with which to cooperate with direct exchanges of students, fac-
ulty, staff, or programming. In spite of that problem of isolation, however, the
district has extensive plans for telecommunications cooperation with neighboring
community colleges, and eventually with various four-year institutions as well.
These plans are not well developed at the present time -- academic planning for
the institution will continue for the next several years -- but the district has indi-
cated its definite intention to make technology a strong presence at the center. This
will be expensive, of course, but the district hopes to encourage both corporate
and private donations to the center that will defray some of the equipment costs.
The district is well aware of the educational possibilities that computers and tele-
communications will make possible in the coming years. The exact configuration
of those possibilities, however, remains unknown at the present time.

Conclusion Because the proposal for the Palmdale Center meets these Commission criteria,
the Commission recommends its approval, as explained on pages 3-4 above.
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Appendix A Commission Guidelines

411,

r°411V.

.T.T)
a COMMIIISON

Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers

Introduction'

Commission responsibilities and authority re-
garding new campuses and centers

Section 66904 of the California Education Code
expresses the intent of the Legislature that the
sites for new institutions or branches of public
postsecondary education will not be authorized
or acquired unless recommended by the Com-
mission:

It is the intent of the Legislature that sites
for new institutions or branches of the
University of California and the California
State University, and the classes of off-
campus centers as the Commission shall
determine, shall not be authorized or ac-
quired unless recommended by the Com-
mission.

It is further the intent of the Legislature
that California community colleges shall
not receive State funds for acquisition of
sites or construction of new institutions,
branches or off-campus centers unless
recommended by the Commission. Ac-
quisition or construction of non-State-
funded community colleges, branches and
off-campus centers, and proposals for ac-
quisition or construction shall be reported
to and may be reviewed and commented
upon by the Commission.

Evolution and purpose of the guidelines

In order to carry out its given responsibilities in
this area, the Commission adopted policies relat-
ing to the review of new campuses and centers
in April 1975 and revised those policies in Sep-

1 Adapted from: California Postsecondary Education
Conunission: CPEC Report 92-18, August 1992.

tember 1978 and September 1982. 121,-4.. the

1975 document and the two revisions outlined
the Commission's basic assumptions under
which the guidelines and procedures were de-
veloped and then specified the proposals subject
to Commission review, the criteria for reviewing
proposals, the schedule to be followed by the
segments when submitting proposals, and the
contents of the required "needs studies."

In 1990, the Commission approved a substantive
revision of wnat by then was called Guidelines
for Review of Proposed Campuses and Off-
Campus Centers. Through that revision, the
Commission sought to incorporate a statewide
planning agenda into the quasi-regulatory func-
tion the guidelines have always represented, and
the result was a greater systemwide attention to
statewide perspectives than had previously been
in evidence. These new guidelines called for a
statewide plan from each of the systems, then a
"Letter of Intent" that identified a system's plans
to create one or more new institutions, and fi-
nally, a formal needs study for the proposed new
institution that would provide certain prescribed
data elements and satisfy specific criteria. At
each stage of this process, the Commission
would be able to comment either positively or
negatively, thereby ensuring that planning for a
new campus or center would not proceed to a
point where it could not be reversed should the
evidence indicate the necessity for a reversal.

This three-stage review concept statewide plan,
preliminary review, then final review appears to
be fundamentally sound, but some clarifications
of the 1990 document have nevertheless become
essential, for several reasons.

In those Guidelines, the Commission stated
only briefly its requirements for a statewide
plan an for letters of intent. These re-
quirements warrant greater clarification,
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particularly regarding the need for intersys-
tem cooperation, to assist the systems and
community college districts in the develop-
ment of proposals.

The 1990 Guidelines assumed that a single
set of procedures could be applied to all
three public systems. In practice, this as-
sumption was overly optimistic, and this
1992 revision more specifically recognizes
the major functional differences among the
three systems.

The procedures for developing enrollment
projections need to be altered to account for
the curtailment of activities created by the
severe staffing reductions at the Demo-
graphic Research Unit of the Department of
Finance, which have eliminated its ability to
make special projections for community
college districts and reduced its capacity to
project graduate enrollments.

The unprecedented number of proposals
emanating from the community colleges, as
well as the staff reductions experienced by
the Commission, require a streamlining of
the approval process. Consequently, certain
timelines have been shortened, and all have
been clarified as to the duration of review at
each stage of the process.

Over the years, the distinctions among sev-
eral terms, such as college," "center," and
"institution," have become unclear.

By 1992, experience with the 1990 procedures
suggested that they needed revision in order to
overcome these problems and accommodate the
changed planning environment in California,
particularly related to California's diminished fi-
nancial resources and growing college-age pop-
ulation.

2

Policy assumptions used in developing these
guidelines

The following six policy assumptions are central
to the development of the procedures and crite-
ria that the Commission uses in reviewing pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters:

1. It is State policy that each resident of Cali-
fornia who has the capacity and motivation
to benefit from higher education will have
the opportunity to enroll in an institution of
higher education. The California Commu-
nity Colleges shall continue to be accessible
to all persons at least 18 years of age who
can benefit from the instruction offered, re-
gardless of district boundaries. The Cali-
fornia State University and the University of
California shall continue to be accessible to
first-time freshmen among the pool of stu-
dents eligible according to Master Plan eligi-
bility guidelines. Master Plan guidelines on
undergraduate admission priorities will con-
tinue to be (1) continuing undergraduates in
good standing; (2) California residents who
are successful transfers from California pub-
lic community colleges; (3) California resi-
dents entering at the freshman or sophomore
level; and (4) residents of other states or
foreign countries.

2. The differentiation of function among the
systems with regard to institutional mission
shall continue to be as defined by the State's
Master Plan for Higher Education.

3. The University of California plans and de-
velops its campuses and off-campus centers
on the basis of statewide need.

4. The California State University plans and
develops its campuses and off-campus cen-
ters on the basis of statewide needs and spe-
cial regional considerations.
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5. The California Community Colleges plan
and develop their campuses and off-campus
centers on the basis of local needs.

6. Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public
postsecondary education. These capacities
are determined on the basis of statewide and
institutional economies, community and
campus environment, physical limitations on
campus size, program requirements and stu-
dent enrollment levels, and internal organi-
zation. Planned enrollment capacities are es-
tablished by the governing boards of com-
munity college districts (and reviewed by the
Board of Governors of the California Com-
munity Colleges), the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia State University, and the Regents of
the University of California.

Definitions

For the purposes of these guidelines, the follow-
ing definitions shall apply:

Outreach Operation (all systems): An outreach
operation is an enterprise, operated away from a
community college or university campus, in
leased or donated facilities, which offers credit
courses supported by State funds, and which
serves a student population of less than 500 full-
time-equivalent students (FTES) at a single lo-
cation.

Educational Center (California Community Col-
leges): An educational center is an off-campus
enterprise owned or leased by the parent district
and administered by a parent college. The cen-
ter must enroll a minimum of 500 full-time-
equivalent students, maintain an on-site admini-
stration (typically headed by a dean or director,
but not by a president, chancellor, or superin-
tendent), and offer programs leading to certifi-
cates or degrees to be conferred by the parent
institution.
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Educational Center (The California State Uni-
versity): An educational center is an off-campus
enterprise owned or leased by the Trustees and
administered by a parent State University cam-
pus. The center must offer courses and pro-
grams only at the upper division and graduate
levels, enroll a minimum of 500 full-time-
equivalent students, maintain an on-site admini-
stration (typically headed by a dean or director,
but not by a president), and offer certificates or
degrees to be conferred by the parent institution.
Educational facilities operated in other states
and the District of Columbia shall not be re-
garded as educational centers for the purposes
of these guidelines, unless State capital outlay
funding is used for construction, renovation, or
equipment.

Educational Center (University of California):
An educational center is an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the Regents and ad-
ministered by a parent University campus. The
center must offer courses and programs only at
the upper division and graduate levels, enroll a
minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent students,
maintain an on-site administration typically
headed by a dean or director, but not by a chan-
cellor), and offer certificates or degrees to be
conferred by the parent institution. Organized
Research Units (ORUs) and the Northern and
Southern Regional Library Facilities shall not be
regarded as educational centers. Educational
facilities operated in other states and the District
of Columbia shall not be regarded as educational
centers unless State capital outlay funding is
used for construction, renovation, or equipment.

College (California Community Colleges): A
full-service, separately accredited, degree and
certificate granting institution offering a full
complement of lower-division programs and
services, usually at a single campus location
owned by the district; colleges enroll a minimum
of 1,000 full-time-equivalent students. A col-
lege will have its own administration and be
headed by a president or a chancellor.
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University Campus (University of California and
The California State University): A separately
accredited, degree-granting institution offering
programs at the lower division, upper division,
and graduate levels, usually at a single campus
location owned by the Regents or the Trustees;
university campuses enroll a minimum of 1,000
full-time-equivalent students. A university cam-
pus will have its own administration and be
headed by a president or chancellor.

Institution (all three systems): As used in these
guidelines, "institution" refers to an educational
center, a college, or a university campus, but not
to an outreach operation.

Projects subject to Commission review

New institutions (educational centers, campuses,
and colleges) are subject to review, while out-
reach operations are not. The Commission may,
however, review and comment on other projects
consistent with its overall State planning and
coordination role.

Stages in the review process

Three stages of systemwide responsibility are
involved in the process by which the Commis-
sion reviews proposals for new institutions: (1)
the formulation of a long-range plan by each of
the three public systems; (2) the submission of a
"Letter of Intent to Expand" by the systemwide
governing board; and (3) the submission of a
"Needs Study" by the systemwide governing
board. Each of these stages is discussed below.

1. The systemwide long-range plan

Plans for new institutions should be made by the
Regents, the Trustees, and the Board of Gover-
nors only after the adoption of a systemwide
plan that addresses total statewide long-range
growth needs, including the capacity of existing
institutions to accommodate 1,ose needs. Each
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governing board should submit its statewide
plan to the Commission for review and comment
(with copies to the Department of Finance, the
Demographic Research Unit, and the Office of
the Legislative Analyst) before proceeding with
plans for the acquisition or construction of new
institutions. Each system must update its sys-
temwide long-range plan every five years and
submit it to the Commission for review and
comment.

Each systemwide long-range plan should include
the following elements:

For all three public systems, a 15-year un-
dergraduate enrollment projection for the
system, presented in terms of both head-
count and full-time-equivalent students
(FrEs). Such projections shall include a full
explanation of all assumptions underlying
them, consider the annual projections devel-
oped by the Demographic Research Unit of
the Department of Finance, and explain any
significant departures from those projec-
tions.

For the University of California and the Cal-
ifornia State University, a systemwide 15-
year graduate enrollment projection, pre-
sented with a filll explanation of all assump-
tions underlying the projection.

Each of the three public systems should
provide evidence within the long-range plan
of cooperative planning with California's
other public systems, such as documentation
of official contacts, meetings, correspon-
dence, or other efforts to integrate its own
planning with the planning efforts of the
other public systems and with any independ-
ent colleges and universities in the area. The
physical capacities of existing independent
colleges and universities should be consid-
ered. If disagreements exist among the sys-
tems regarding such matters as enrollment
projections or the scope, location, construc-
tion, or conversion of new facilities, the
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long-range plan should clearly state the na-
ture of those disagreements.

For all three public systems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each institu-
tion within the system. Physical capacity
shall be determined by analyzing existing ca-
pacity space plus funded capacity projects.
Planned enrollment capacity shall be the ul-
timate enrollment capacity of the institution
as determined by the respective governing
board of the system Regents, Trustees, or
Board of Governors.

For all three public systems, a development
plan that includes the approximate opening
dates (within a range of plus or minus two
years) of all new institutions educational
centers, communit7 colleges, and university
campuses; the approximate capacity of those
institutions at opening and after five and ten
years of operation; the geographic area in
which each institution is to be located
(region of the State for the University of
California, county or city for the California
State University, and district for community
colleges); and whether a center is proposed
to be converted into a community college or
university campus within the 15-year period
specified.

A projection of the capital outlay cost (ex-
cluding bond interest) of any new institu-
tions proposed to be built within the 15-year
period specified, arrayed by capacity at vari-
ous stages over the fifteen-year period (e.g.
opening enrollment of 2,000 FTES; 5,000
FTES five years later, etc.), together with a
statement of the assumptions used to de-
velop the cost projection.

A projection of the ongoing capital outlay
cost (excluding bond interest) of existing
institutions, arrayed by the cost of new space
to accommodate enrollment growth, and the
cost to renovate existing buildings and in-
frastructure, together with a statement of the
assumptions used to develop the cost pro-
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jection, and with maintenance costs included
only if the type of maintenance involved is
normally part of a system's capital outlay
budget.

2. The "Letter of Intent to Expand"

New university campuses: No less 0- --. five
years prior to the time it expects its first capital
outlay appropriation, the Regents or the Trus-
tees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the
Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of Intent to Ex-
pand." This letter should contain the following
information:

A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection
for the new university campus (from the
campus's opening date), developed by the
systemwide central office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by the Demographic Re-
search Unit of the Department of Finance.
The systemwide central office may seek the
advice of the Unit in developing the projec-
tion, but Unit approval is not required at this
stage.

The geographic location of the new univer-
sity campus (region of the State for the Uni-
versity of California and county or city for
the California State University).

If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new
institution, the reason for prioritizing the
proposed university campus ahead of other
new institutions should be specified.

A time schedule for development of the new
university campus, including preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate stages.

A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation.
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A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authorizing the new university cam-
pus.

Maps of the area in which the proposed uni-
versity campus is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations.

Conversion by the University of California or
the California State University of an existing
educational center to a university campus: No
less than three years prior to the time it expects
to enroll lower division students for the first
time, the Regents or the Trustees should submit
to the Commission (with copies to the Depart-
ment of Finance, the Demographic Research
Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a
"Later of Intent to Expand." This letter should
contain the following information:

The complete enrollment history (headcount
and full-time-equivalent students) or the
previous ten years history (whichever is less)
of the educational center. A preliminary ten-
year enrollment projection for the new uni-
versity campus (from the campus's opening
date), developed by the systemwide central
office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by
the Demographic Research Unit of the De-
partment of Finance. The systemwide cen-
tral office may seek the advice of the Unit in
developing the projection, but Unit approval
is not required at this stage.

If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of other new institu-
tion(s), the reason for prioritizing the pro-
posed university campus ahead of other new
institutions should be specified.

A time schedule for converting the educa-
tional center and for developing the new
university campus, including preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate stages.
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A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new university campus.

A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authorizing conversion of the educa-
tional center to a university campus.

Maps of the area in which the proposed uni-
versity campus is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations.

New educational centers of the University of
California and the California State University:
No less than two years prior to the time it ex-
pects its first capital outlay appropriation, the
Regents or the Trustees should submit to the
Commission with copies to the Department of
Finance, the Demographic Research Unit, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a "Letter
of Intent to Expand." This letter should contain
the following information:

A preliminary five-year enrollment projec-
tion for the new educational center (from the
center's opening date), developed by the
systemwide central office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by the Demographic Re-
search Unit of the Department of Finance.
The systemwide central office may seek the
advice of the Unit in developing the projec-
tion, but Unit approval is not required at this
stage.

The location of the new educational center
in terms as specific as possible. An area not
exceeding a few square miles in size should
be identified.

If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new
institution, the reasons for prioritizing the
proposed educational center ahead of other
new institutions should be specified.

A time schedule for development of the new
educational center, including preliminary
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dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate stages.

A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation.

A copy of the resolution by the governing
board authorizing the new educational cen-
ter.

Maps of the area in which the proposed edu-
cational center is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations.

New California Community Colleges: No less
than 36 months prior to the time it expects its
first capital outlay appropriation, the Board of
Governors of the California Community Col-
leges should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the
Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of Intent to Ex-
pand." This letter should contain the following
information:

A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection
for the new college (from the college's open-
ing date), developed by the district and/or
the Chancellor's Office, which should be
consistent with the statewide projections de-
veloped annually by me Demographic Re-
search Unit of the Department of Finance.
The Chancellor's Office may seek the advice
of the Unit in developing the projection, but
Unit approval is not required at this stage.

The location of the new college in terms as
specific as possible, usually not exceeding a
few square miles.

A copy of the district's most recent five-year
capital construction plan.

If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new in-
stitution within the 15-year term of the plan,
the plan should prioritize the proposed new
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colleges in terms of three five-year intervals
(near term, mid term, and long term). Prior-
ities within each of the five-year periods of
time shall be established through the Board
of Governors five-year capital outlay plan-
ning process required by Supplemental Lan-
guage to the 1989 Budget Act.

A time schedule for development of the new
college, including preliminary dates and en-
rollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages.

A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation.

A copy of the resolution by the local govern-
ing board authorizing the new college.

Maps of the area in which the proposed new
college is to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and
highway configurations.

New California Community College educational
centers: No less than 18 months prior to the
time it expects its first capital outlay appropria-
tion, the Board of Governors of the California
Community Colleges should submit to the Com-
mission (with copies to the Department of Fin-
ance, the Demographic Research Unit, and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst) a "Letter of
Intent to Expand." This letter should contain
the following information:

A preliminary five-year enrollment projec-
tion for the new educational center (from the
center's opening date), developed by the
district and/or the Chancellor's Office, which
should be consistent with the statewide pro-
jections developed annually by the Demo-
graphic Research Unit of the Department of
Finance. The Chancellor's Office may seek
the advice of the Unit in developing the pro-
jection, but Unit approval is not required at
this stage.
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The location of the new educational center
in terms as specific as possible, usually not
exceeding a few square miles.

A copy of the district's most recent five-year
capital construction plan.

If the statewide plan envisions the construc-
tion or acquisition of more than one new in-
stitution within the 15-year term of the plan,
the plan should prioritize the proposed new
centers in terms of three five-year intervals
(near term, mid term, and long term). Prior-
ities within each of the five-year periods of
time shall be established through the Board
of Governors five-year capital outlay plan-
ning process required by Supplemental Lan-
guage to the 1989 Budget Act.

A time schedule for development of the new
educational center, including preliminary
dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
final buildout, and intermediate stages.

A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget
starting on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation.

A copy of the resolution by the local govern-
ing board authorizing the new educational
center.

Maps of the area in which the proposed edu-
cational center is to be located, indicating
population densities, topography, and road
and highway configurations.

3. Commission response to the "Letter of In-
tent to Expand"

Once the "Letter of Intent to Expand" is re-
ceived, Commission staff will review the enroll-
ment projections and other data and information
that serve as the basis for the proposed new in-
stitution. If the plans appear to be reasonable,
the Commission's executive director will advise
the systemwide chief executive officer to move
forward with site acquisition or further devel-
_went plans. The Executive Director may in
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this process raise concerns about defects in the
Letter of Intent to Expand that need to be ad-
dressed in the planning process. If the Execu-
tive Director is unable to advise the chief execu-
tive officer to move forward with the expansion
plan, he or she shall so state to the chief execu-
tive officer prior to notifying the Department of
Finance and the Legislature of the basis for the
negative recommendation. The Executive Di-
rector shall respond to the chief executive offi-
cer, in writing, no later than 60 days following
submission of the Letter of Intent to Expand to
the Commission.

4. Development of the "needs study"

Following the Executive Director's preliminary
recommendation to move forward, the system-
wide central offices shall proceed with the final
process of identifying potential sites for the new
institution. If property for the new institution is
already owned by the system, alternative sites
must be identified and considered in the manner
required by the California Environmental Quality
Act. So as to avoid redundancy in the prepara-
tion of information, all materials germane to the
environmental impact report process shall be
made available to the Commission at the same
time that they are made available to the desig-
nated responsible agencies. Upon approval of
the environmental impact report by the lead
agency, the systemwide central office shall for-
ward the final environmental impact report for
the site as well as the final needs study for the
new institution to the Commission. The needs
study must respond fully to each of the criteria
outlined below, which collectively will constitute
the basis on which the proposal for the new in-
stitution will be evaluated. The needs study
shall be complete only upon receipt of the envi-
ronmental impact report, the academic master
plan, the special enrollment projection approved
by the Demographic Research Unit, and com-
plete responses to each of the criteria listed be-
low.
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5. Commission action

Once the Commission has received the com-
pleted needs study, the Excessive Director shall
certify the completeness of that Needs Study to
the systemwide chief executive officer. The
Commission shall take final action on any pro-
posal for a new institution according to the fol-
lowing schedule:

New university campus:.

University of California: One Year
The California State University: One Year

New college:

California Community Colleges: Six Months

New Educational Center

University of California: Six Months
The California State University: Six Months
California Community Colleges: Four
Months

Once the Commission has taken action on the
proposal, the Executive Director will notify the
appropriate legislative committee chairs, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Leg-
islative Analyst.

Criteria for evaluating proposals

As stated in Sections 66903[2a] and 66903[5]
of the Education Code, the Commission's res-
ponsibility is to determine "the need for and lo-
cation of new institutions and campuses of pub-
lic higher education." The criteria below follow
that categorization:

Criteria related to need

1. Enrollment projections

1.1 Enrollment projections must be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the "new institution,"
as that term is defined above. For a proposed
new educational center, enrollment projections
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for each of the first five years of operation (from
the center's opening date), must be provided.
For a proposed new college or university cam-
pus, enrollment projections for each of the first
ten years of operation (from the college's or
campus's opening date) must be provided.
When an existing educational center is proposed
to be converted to a new college or university
campus, the center's previous enrollment history,
or the previous ten year's history (whichever is
less) must also be provided.

As the designated demographic agency for the
State, the Demographic Research Unit has the
statutory responsibility for preparing systemwide
and district enrollment. For a proposed new
institution, th: Unit will approve all projections
of undergraduate enrollment developed by a
systemwide central office of one of the public
systems or by the community college district
proposing the new institution. The Unit shall
provide the systems with advice and instructions
on the preparation of enrollment projections.
Community College projections shall be devel-
oped pursuant to the Unit's instructions.

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new
institutions of the University of California and
the California State University shall be presented
in terms of headcount and fi,11-time-equivalent
students (FTES). Lower-division enrollment
projections for new institutions of the California
Community Colleges shall be presented in terms
of headcount students, Weekly Student Contact
Hours (WSCH), and WSCH per headcount stu-
dent.

Graduate and professional student enrollment
projections shall be prepared by the systemwide
central office proposing the new institution. In
preparing these projections, the specific meth-
odology and/or rationale generating the projec-
tions, an analysis of supply and demand for
graduate education, and the need for new gradu-
ate and professional degrees, must be provided.

1.2 For a nnw University of California campus,
statewide er -ollment projected for the Univer-
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sity should exceed the planned enrollment cap-
acity of existing University campuses and edu-
cational centers as defined in the systemwide
long-range plan developed by the Regents pur-
suant to Item 1 of these guidelines. If the state-
wide enrollment projection does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity for the University
system, compelling statewide needs for the es-
tablishment of the new university campus must
be demonstrated. In order for compelling state-
wide needs to be established, the University
must demonstrate why these needs deserve pri-
ority attention over competing systemwide
needs for both support and capital outlay fund-
ing.

1.3 For a new University of California educa-
tional center, statewide enrollment projected for
the University should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses and educational centers as defined in the
systemwide Jong-range plan developed by the
Regents pursuant to Item 1 of these guidelines.
If the statewide enrollment projection does not
exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the
University system, compelling statewide needs
for the establishment of the new educational
center must be demonstrated. In order for com-
pelling statewide needs to be established, the
University must demonstrate why these needs
deserve priority attention over competing needs
in other sectors of the University for both sup-
port and capital outlay funding.

1.4 For a new California State University cam-
pus, statewide enrollment projected for the State
University system should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing State University
campuses and educational centers as defined in
the systemwide long-range plan developed by
the Board of Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of
these guidelines. If the statewide enrollment
projection does not exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity for the system, compelling re-
gional needs must be demonstrated. In order for
compelling regional needs to be demonstrated,
the system must specify why these regional

10

needs deserve priority attention over competing
needs in other sectors of the State University
system for both support and capital outlay fund-
ing.

1.5 For a new California State University edu-
cational center, statewide enrollment projected
for the State University system should exceed
the planned enrollment capacity of existing State
University campuses and educational centers as
defined in the systemwide long-range plan de-
veloped by the Board of Trustees pursuant to
Item I of these guidelines. If the statewide en-
rollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity for the State University
system, compelling statewide or regional needs
for the establishment of the new educational
center must be demonstrated. In order for com-
pelling statewide or regional needs to be estab-
lished, the State University must demonstrate
why these needs deserve priority attention over
competing needs in other sectors of the Uni-
versity for both support and capital outlay fund-
ing.

1.6 For a new community college or educa-
tional center, enrollment projected for the dis-
trict proposing the college or educational center
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity
of existing district colleges and educational cen-
ters. If the district enrollment projection does
not exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing district colleges or educational centers,
compelling regional or local needs must be
demonstrated. The district shall demonstrate lo-
cal needs by satisfying the requirements of the
criteria specified in these guidelines. Regional
and statewide needs shall be demonstrated by
the Board of Governors through the long-range
planning process.

2. Programmatic alternatives

2.1 Proposals for new institutions should ad-
dress at least the following alternatives: (I) the
possibility of establishing an educational center
instead of a university campus or community
college; (2) the expansion of existing institu-
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tions; (3) the increased utilization of existing
institutions, particularly in the afternoons and
evenings, and during the summer months; 4) the
shared use of existing or new facilities and pro-
grams with other postsecondary education insti-
tutions, in the same or other public systems or
independent institutions; (5) the use of nontradi-
tional modes of instructional delivery, such as
"colleges without walls" and distance learning
through interactive television and computerized
instruction; and (6) private fund raising or do-
nations of land or.facilities for the proposed new
institution.

3. Serving the disadvantaged

3.1 The new institution must facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented
groups.

4. Academic planning and program justification

4.1 The programs projected for the new institu-
tion must be described and justified. An aca-
demic master plan, including a general sequence
of program and degree level plans, and an insti-
tutional plan to implement such State goals as
access; quality; intersegmental cooperation; and
diversification of students, faculty, administra-
tion, and staff for the new institution, must be
provided.

5. Consideration of needed funding

5.1 A cost analysis of both capital outlay esti-
mates and projected support costs for the new
institution, and possible options for alternative
funding sources, must be provided.

Criteria related to location

6. Consideration of alternative sites

6.1 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, in-
cluding a consideration of alternative sites for
the new institution, must be articulated and doc-
umented. This criterion may be satisfied by the
Environmental Impact Report, provided it con-

11
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tains a comprehensive analysis of the advantages
and disadvantages of alternative sites.

7. Geographic and physical accessibility

7.1 The physical, social, and demographic char-
acteristics of the location and surrounding serv-
ice areas. for the new institution must be in-
cluded.

7.2 There must be a plan for student, faculty,
and staff transportation to the proposed loca-
tion. Plans for student and faculty housing, in-
cluding projections of needed on-campus resi-
dential facilities, should be included if appropri-
ate. For locations that do not plan to maintain
student on-campus residences, reasonable com-
muting time for students defined generally as not
exceeding a 30-45 minute automobile drive
(including time to locate parking) for a majority
of the residents of the service area must be
demonstrated.

8. Environmental and social impact

8.1 The proposal must include a copy of the fi-
nal environmental impact report. To expedite
the review process, the Commission should be
provided all information related to the environ-
mental impact report process as it becomes
available to responsible agencies and the public.

9. Effects on other institutions

9.1 Other systems, institutions, and the com-
munity in which the new institution is to be lo-
cated should be consulted during the planning
process, especially at the time that alternatives
to expansion are explored. Strong local, re-
gional, and/or statewide interest in the proposed
facility must be demonstrated by letters of sup-
port from responsible agencies, groups, and in-
dividuals.

9.2 The establishment of a new University of
California or California State University campus
or educational center must take into considera-
tion the impact of a new facility on existing and
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projected enrollments in the neighboring institu-
tions of its own and of other systems.

9.3 The establishment of a new community
college must not reduce existing and projected
enrollments in adjacent community colleges
either within the district proposing the new col-
lege or in adjacent districts to a level that will
damage their economy of operation, or create
excess enrollment capacity at these institutions,
or lead to an unnecessary duplication of pro-
grams.

Other considerations

10. Economic efficiency

10.1 Since it is in the best interests of the State
to encourage maximum economy of operation,

12

priority shall be given to proposals for new insti-
tutions where the State of California is relieved
of all or part of the financial burden. When such
proposals include gifts of land, construction
costs, or equipment, a higher priority shall be
granted to such projects than to projects where
all costs are born by the State, assuming all
other criteria listed above are satisfied.

10.2 A higher priority shall be given to projects
involving intersegmental cooperation, provided
the systems or institutions involved can demon-
strate a financial savings or programmatic ad-
vantage to the State as a result of the coopera-
tive effort.
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Appendix B Correspondence Related to the Proposal

To: BOARD OF TRUSTEES

FROM: SUPERINTENDENT

COMMUNICATION NO. 7
Prepared by the Office of Facilities Planning

for Presentation to the Board of Trustees
September 27, 1993

SUBJECT: AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT A LETTER OF INTENT FOR CAMPUS SITE
APPROVAL TO THE OFFICES OF CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
AND THE CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

A. BACKGROUND

This communication is related to Communication #6 on the same September 27, 1993, agenda.

Following Board of Trustee approval of Communication #6, the next step in the process of
acquiring a new campus site is to file a letter of intent with the Chancellor's Office, California
Community Colleges, and the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

The filing of a letter of intent to acquire a new campus site will CP t in motion the need for a
significant amount of detailed data and materials to support the request

Producing the necessary support documentation will require the assistance of consultant
Michael Maas & Associates who is currently under contract with the college. College
representatives and staff personnel will also be involved in gathering and producing the needed
support documentation.

B. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The cost for consultant services necessary to develop the documentation to support State
approvals of a new campus site plus travel expenses including trips to Sacramento for college
representatives will be charged to the Special Reserve fund for buildings and campus
development.

C. RECOMMENDATION

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES.

Authorize the submittal of a letter of intent for campus site approval to the Office of California
Community Colleges and the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

Prepared by: Allan W. Kurki
S uperintendent/President

William G. Fellers, Assistant Superintendent
Facilities Planning & Campus Development

Office of Facilities Planning
Communication No. 7
AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT A.LE11ER OF INTENT
FOR CAMPUS SITE APPROVAL TO THE OFFICES OF
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND THE
CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION.

nrcr r. P Y AVAILABLE
5

September 27, 1993
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ANTELOPE VALLEY COLLEGE

October 1, 1993

Dr. David Mertes
Chancellor, California Community College
1107 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Dr. Mertes:

Over the past three years, Antelope Valley Community College District has undertaken an
extensive master planning effort. Elements included in this overall planning process include a
district-wide educational master plan and accompanying facilities master plan. As you are
aware, the 1991 Board of Governor's Long Range Master Plan indicated that this district should
have two additional sites: a near-term site in the Southeastern portion of the District and a long-
term site in the Northwest portion of the District.

Since June, 1991, the District and the consulting firm of Maas, Rao, Taylor and Associates has
been actively seeking a donated site in the Southern portion of the District. In June, 1992, a
potential donated site was identified in the Southeast Palmdale area. David P. Bushnell, owner
of the property, has agreed to donate 100 acres of property for the proposed campus.

On October 15, 1992, Alan Petersen, Art Johnson and Bill Storey toured this site and indicated
the site had sufficient merit to warrant additional review in accordance with the guidelines
established by the California Post-Secondary Education Commission and the California
Community College Chancellor's Office.

Since November, 1992, the District, the City of Palmdale and the donor/landowner have met on
numerous occasions to develop a memorandum of understanding regarding the donation and
development of the property. We are rapidly reaching a point of closure on this agreement and
one of the conditions in the agreement is that the site be approved by the Chancellor's Office and
the Post-secondary Education Commission.

On August 3, 1993, Alan Petersen met with William Fellers, Assistant Superintendent and
Michael Maas, our consultant, to discuss the timing of the District's request for site approval.
The outcome of that meeting was to agree to submit a formal request for site approval once the
engineering (ETR/Seismic) data and infrastructure costs for the potential site were known and,
from these assessments, that this was a viable site. This has been accomplished.

3041 West Avenue K. Lancaster. California 93536-5426 (805) 943-3241

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Dr. David Mertes 2 October 1, 1993

On September 27, 1993, the Board of Trustees of Antelope Valley Community College District
authorized the submittal of this letter to your office requesting permission to commence the
application process for the formal approval by the Board of Governors and the Post-Secondary
Education Commission of the Southeast Palmdale site as shown on Exhibit A. I have also
attached a copy of the Board of Trustees action as Exhibit B.

Mr. Storey has provided a copy of the recent "Guidelines for Review of Proposed University
Campuses, Community Colleges, and Educational Centers," and we are prepared to submit a
formal application for approval of the Southeast Palmdale site as a new campus of the Antelope
Valley Community College District.

Please advise as to when we may proceed with the formal application and your time line for
completing the process.

Sincerely,

fJ

Allan W. Kurh
Superinwndent/President

jm
End.
Pc: Clarence Mangham

AtanstlAWAen"-ii
w m :q!qr.ev

54 azoia on a czz o us



iii
21

1 2!
L

os

A
.

23
,

K
E

R
N

E
xh

ib
it.

 A
L

oc
at

io
n 

of
 P

ro
po

se
d 

Si
te

41
00

th
 P

A
P

4l

. :
1*

'
("

Fl
ew

 S
p.

V
 1

11
0-

V
e'

'.
IL

..
I ,,, `7
f

"1
7.

°"

-.
LA

S
S

O
S

C
O

U
S

IIN
" 

."

=
1

-
L

A
* 

- 
13

41
41

{a
ix

C
 v

at
.,

w
ee

d
A

PI
r

,2
02

22
2.

2 
fo

lo

1

M
E

O
W

A
C

M
 r

.1
0

R
O

SA
M

O
N

D

D
R

Y
L

A
K

E

.
.

'..
E

D
W

A
R

D
S

Su
C

so
o0

s.
..

01
, c

as
t

to
SO

U
R

S

1.
10

SE
0

D
" 

".
"

(:
O

U
N

 1
1

C
.0

1.
:N

T
Y

0(
41

0 
C

O
I

A
IR

FO
R

C
E

M
IIM

M
E

D
A

M
IN

11
.1

11
11

M
=

M
IIM

M
M

IC
III

IM
IM

N
M

=
"i

no
ni

an
im

ir
. :

.A
nt

el
op

e 
V

al
le

y 
C

ol
le

ge
at

is 1.
4.

41
0.

14
6.

7.
1,

 L
A

.

44
4

ia
lli

rM
IS

M
'

11
0t

na
ill

ni
ff

ai

-
L 

N
E

E
P

O
M

P
A

M
III

IIM
M

N

Z
IW

L
I

/0
'

M
I..

c'
s

oh
o.

.
0

ec
oo

ir
=

U
LM

L
4

1.
I

sl
.b

.p
w

o 
A

tts
.

am
. `.

.: 
4 

i.r
r

-0
-.

..
.-

...
...

..?
,/

-t
f-

.4
,

1.
...

.

PA
L

,M
D

...
..A

1.
..E

1.
1.

..0
ft

 A
SO

'
A

M
U

. A
1/

40
41

-
\

s 
nu

n
s

S
I

E
 R

 ,f
iR

j A
 ,

r.
...

.1
.

I,

', 
: '

''''
'

i I
e

-.
.

.)

s-
, .

r.

."
I

V
1

%
..

.'"
-°

 F
O

R
E

ST
 L

i
/

;
,-

-.
-

e
.

0
1.

..

1
t

-v
L

li.
. I

' .
,'"

 $
..,

%
1 

I' 
...

.. 
,

tt 
h,

,A
 r

. t
il

.'
!

,,.
-

1
41

=
tt . .

.,
.:

- 
.,
...

/..
...

Q
'

.
.

-
w

e
4.

II
.:0

11
,

,

4.

C
aC

t

A
11

44
.

It
o 

ow
 1

1:a.
'

;
'

?'

V

If

ri
.

1

B
E

ST
 C

O
PY

A
V

A
IL

g

r
2

B
A

SE

1'
. 4

1:
-.

Il
l F

R
I

N

,

!.
-

I ...
...

...
.

1,
4<

14

1

ru
m

p

41

F I 
16

,
1.

11
V i

;

.4
44

k:
L

on
a

ai
 1

40
.4

44
.4

4 
&

as

1
,

11
41

14

. s
no

us
 .2

.0
.

lO
vI

S
O

r
R

ai
n

3

'P
E

A
R

B
LI

IS
S

01
1

r 
(N

6

Pr
op

os
ed

 S
ite

V
S

.
-k

e

."
.

; ?
(!

.
e'

r
'

L
.

Pu
t 62



Appendix B

EXHIBIT B BOARD OF TRUSTEES ACTION

ANTELOPE VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISRICT

3041 West Avenue K

Lancaster, California, 93536

Excerpt from Board Minutes

The following is a true and exact excerpt from the minutes of the regular meeting
of the Board of Trustees of the Antelope Valley Community College District held
September 27, 1993

" Dr. Kicenski moved, Mr. Lyons seconded,

to that the Board of Trustees authorize the submittal of a

letter of intent for campus site approval to the Office of

California Community Colleges and the California Postsecondary

Education Commission.

Motion carried unanimously."

I hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of the minutes as
indicated.

Secretary, Board of Trustees
ANTELOPE VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

56
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CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1107 NINTH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 445-8752

November 3, 1993

Dr. Allan Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

._t)L

Dear Presideritii-uxki:

Dr. Mertes has asked me to respond to your October 1, 1993 letter to him
regarding your plans to acquire 100 acres of land in the southeastern
portion of the Antelope Valley Community College District for use as an
education center.

I am aware that Allan Petersen from our office, and Bill Storey of the
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) have met with
college officials to review preliminary enrollment projections and other data
and information that will serve as the basis for the proposed center. I am

also aware that they have toured the site that potentially will be donated
by-the David P. Bushnell family. Allan has advised me that additional
review is warranted, and so I invite you to prepare the required "letter of
intent to expand" as outlined in the CPEC guidelines for review of new
colleges and centers.

You asked about the timeline for completing the application process.
Assuming that the District is able to submit the letter of intent in
November or December of this year with the full "needs study" to follow in
February, I can envision the scheduling of an information Board of
Governor's agenda item in March with an action item to follow in May.
Meanwhile, CPEC might entertain an information item in April and an action
item in June. Assuming BOG and CPEC approvals, the District would begin
planning for essential site improvements and facilities in accordance with
the Chancellor's Office procedures and calendar for capital outlay
requests.

If you, Bill Fellers, or Michael Maas have any questions or concerns about
the process, please contact Allan Petersen (916) 324-9793. He will be
happy to assist in any way that he can.

Sincerely,

(4el
Joseph Newmyer, Vice Chancellor
Fiscal Policy

cc: Bill Storey
Bill Fellers
Clarence Mangham
Allan Petersen
Ray Slattery

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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V/7
ANTELOPE VALLEY COLLEGE

December 1, 1993

Mr. Joseph Newmyer, Vice Chancellor
California Community Colleges
1107 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Newmyer:

The enclosed "Letter of Intent to Expand" is in response to your letter of November 3, 1993,
regarding the development of a new campus for Antelope Valley Community College District in
the Southeast Palmdale area.

Pursuant to your direction, the "Letter of Intent to Expand" packet has been developed in
accordance with the CPEC guidelines for review of new colleges and centers. Also, in an effort
to comply with the time line outlined in your letter for the completion of the "Needs Study" the
District, in cooperation with the landowner's representatives, has begun the preparation of this
more detailed document. Fortunately, the landowner had previously begun the process of master
planning of the proposed site so a great deal of technical data regarding the site is currently
available and will be helpful in completing the "Needs Study."

If you or your staff have questions, please give me a call. Again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Allan W. Kur
Superintendent/President

jm
Encl.

3041 West Avenue K, Lancaster, California 93536-5426 (805) 943.3241

r: BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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CHANCELLOR3__OFFICE

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1107 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 445-8752

December 20, 1993

William Storey, Assistant Director
Planning and Resource Management
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1303 J Street, Fifth Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-2983

Dear Mr. .Stor-ey:

The Board of Governors' 1991 Long-Range Capital Outlay Growth Plan
identified a southern center for the Antelope Valley Community College
District (AVCCD) in the near term (1990-1995) to become a college in the
mid-term (1995-2000).

AVCCD has been working on this project for several years, and is now
able to identify a specific 100-acre site on which to develop a "Palmdale
Center". The site is to be donated to the District by the David P.
Bushnell family, and will be part of a larger development of 540 acres to
-include a commercial center, park lands, a golf course, and residential
units.

AVCCD recently submitted to this office, a letter of intent to obtain formal
approval for the Center. The letter addresses all of the essential elements
as enumerated on pages 5 and 6 of the CPEC guidelines for review of
proposed educational centers and, in our view, is an appropriate precursor
to the development of the formal needs study. This letter then, is our
endorsement of AVCCD's letter of intent and our request that CPEC
commence its review.

For your planning (assuming a timely and positive CPEC response to the
letter of intent), AVCCD anticipates an information item to the Board of
Governors in March 1994, followed by an action item in May 1994.
Meanwhile, if feasible, CPEC might entertain an information item in April
1994 and an action item in June 1994. If there are issues that should be
discussed now, or if you need additional information, please contact Allan
Petersen as you have in the past.

Sincerely,

Joseph Newmyer, Vice Chancellor
Fiscal Policy

cc: Warren Fox
Allan W. Kurki
Clarence Mangham
Richard Walton

279-12/20/93
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION
1303 J Street, Fifth Floor 4. Sacramento. CA 95814-2983 4. 916-322-8018; 916-327-4417 (FAX)

January 3, 1994

Joseph Newmyer, Vice Chancellor
Fiscal Policy
California Community Colleges
1107 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Joe:

Thank you for your letter of December 20 concerning the Antelope Valley Community College
District's "Letter of Intent" to expand its operations into the Palmdale area. As you know, ac-
cording to the Commission's Guidelines for Review of Proposed University Campuses., Commu-
nity Colleges, and Educational Centers (CPEC Report 92-18, August 1992), a letter of intent for
a new educational center must include the following eight items:

1. A preliminary five-year enrollment projection;

2. The approximate location of the proposed center;

3.- A copy of the district's most recent Five-Year Plan;

4. A prioritization (near term, mid term, and long term) of the proposed center within the sys-
temwide 15-year plan;

5. A time schedule for development of the new center;

6. A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget starting on the anticipated date of the first capital
outlay appropriation.

7. A copy of the resolution of the local governing board authorizing the new center; and

8. Maps of the area in which the center is to be located.

We have reviewed the materials forwarded to us by the Antelope Valley CCD and agree with you
that it addresses all of the essential elements enumerated in the CPEC guidelines. In addition, and
based on the preliminary enrollment projection, we also believe that it meets the requirement
contained in Title S of the California Administrative Code that educational centers maintain a
minimum enrollment of at least 500 full-time-equivalent students.

We are pleased to note that the district has been able to secure a 100-acre site at no charge to the
State, and also that the letter of intent has been submitted sufficiently in advance of the anticipated
date of the first appropriation (July 1996) to permit a complete and thorough review by both your
office and ours.

In spite of the district's commendable effort to meet the CPEC Guidelines, I feel I should reiterate
a concern we have expressed in previous proposal reviews regarding the general budgetary aus-

61
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terity and instability that affects us all. With the Governor's 1994-95 Budget about to be intro-
duced, there are the possibilities of further fee increases in the community college system, further
redirections of support from the State to the local level, and uncertainties regarding the availabil-
ity of bond finding. Any of these possibilities could have a negative effect on community college
enrollments in the coming years, and we would therefore urge both the Chancellor's Office and
the district, in working with the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance, to be
very careful in developing enrollment projections. The future continues to be unpredictable, a fact
that requires us all to exert even greater caution in our planning efforts.

With those caveats, and as a result of our review, we are able to advise you and the district to
move forward with planning for the AVCCD Southern Center. Assuming no problems emerge
regarding the district's Needs Study, we should be able to present an information item to the
Commission at its April 1994 meeting.

cc: Warren H. Fox
Allan W. Kurki
Joe Keating
Allan Petersen
Richard Walton

Sincerely,

William L. Storey
Chief Policy Analyst
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Appendix C Board of Governors' Agenda Item

Board of Governors
California Community Colleges

May 12,1994

PROPOSED NEW EDUCATION
CENTER FOR THE ANTELOPE
VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DISTRICT

FIRST READING
ACTION PENDING, JULY BOARD MEETING

Presentation: Joe Newmyer, Vice Chancellor
Fiscal Policy and Administration

11

Issue

This item presents an analysis of a proposal by the Antelope Valley Community
College District (AVCCD) to develop an education center in Palmdale that is
consistent with the 1990 Board of Governors' Long-Range Capital Outlay Growth
Plan.

Background

In January of 1991, the Board of Governors approved the Long-Range Capital Outlay
Growth Plan as 'a means to accommodate future growth while recognizing the ever
increasing limitations on available resources. The long-range plan proposed that
nearly three-fourths of the projected growth in systemwide enrollment over the
ensuing 15 years could be accommodated by renewing and "building-out" existing
campuses, with the balance of the increased enrollment needs to be met by converting
six community college centers to campuses, and by building thirty-two additional
new education centers, eight of which would become full-service campuses.

Recognizing that the single college campus of the Antelope Valley Community
College District could not, at maximum development, meet the expected demand
resulting from the area's high growth rate, the Plan called for a new education center
to be built in the eastern part of the district in the short term (i.e., 1990-1995) to
become a campus in the mid term (i.e., 1995 - 2000). Recent conservative enrollment
projections have confirmed that need.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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2 Brief - Item 11

Over the past three years, the Antelope Valley Community College District has
undertaken an extensive master planning effort, including both educational and
facilities long-range plans. Recognizing that participcition rates were substantially
lower in population centers increasingly distant from the college, a proposal emerged
for a potential site for a new center in the southeast Palmdale area, which the owner
has agreed to donate as part of a comprehensive property development plan.

Both the Chancellor's Office and the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (CPEC) responded favorably to the district's preliminary application. Subse-
quently, the district submitted a full-scale needs assessment to the Chancellor's
Office with a request that the Board of Governors take action to verify the need for
the establishment of the center, and, upon approval, to refer the study to CPEC, as
specified by statute.

Analysis

The Antelope Valley Community College District is one of the fastest growing
community college districts in California. As the population grows, housing develop-
ments continue to open in previously sparsely populated areas and traffic congestion
on major corridors has increased. The impending impact is that the college will soon
reach maximum capacity. The immediate impact is that many people must endure
excessive travel times in order to reach Antelope Valley Collegethe sole higher
education institution in the district. As one would expect, participation rates drop off
rapidly as distance from the college grows, leaving outlying regions (including some
with large Hispanic populations) significantly underserved.

Strong local support has been voiced by business and community leaders who have
cited the benefits of training and retraining opportunities for workers and their
families. Similarly strong support has also been expressed by the K-12, secondary,
and postsecondary institutions in the area.

More concrete backing is evidenced by the anticipated adoption of a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Antelope. Valley Community College District,
the City of Palmdale, and a landowner/developer. The MOU calls for the donation of
100 acres of property to the district for the establishment of the proposed center and
for considerable cost-savings to the district as a result of cost-sharing for infrastruc-
ture improvements.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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Implications

This proposal is in accordance with the Board's commitment to provide access to
community college education. Alternative means of providing the necessary services
are not viable.

This item supports the following initiatives from The Basic Agenda: Policy
Directions and Priorities for the Nineties:

Implement the long-range plan for capital construction in the community
colleges.

Provide for new facilities in the colleges.

Seek more cost-effective ways to deliver the services of community colleges.

Conclusion

Policy Issue

Should the Board of Governors approve a proposal by the Antelope Valley Commu-
nity College District (AVCCD) to develop an education center in the southeast
Palmdale area?

Major Options

1. Increase utilization and/or expand existing Antelope Valley campus.

Pros: This would minimi7P the need for a center in the Palmdale area it
coupled with a workable strategy to reduce the commute time for non-
participating students.

Cons: Expansion of existing campus will not alone be sufficient to meet
enrollment needs of the burgeoning population in the Palmdale area.
Furthermore, by the year 2000, enrollment demands are expected to
exceed maximum build-out at the existing Lancaster campus by 25
percent.

2. Utilize local high school facilities and/or vacant commercial facilities.

Pros: This would minimi:m the need for space at a central location in
Palmdale.
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Cons: Schools in the region have already adopted year-round schedules in an
effort to stay current with population increases. No other public or
private facilities that could accommodate postsecondary students, are
available.

3. Share facilities with other postsecondary institutions.

Pros: There are several college districts that are contiguous to AVCCD that
might be willing to share space.

Cons: The round-trip commute time for Palmdale-area residents to attend
College of the Canyons, Victor Valley College or any other nearby
public or private postsecondary institution is more than two hours
double the acceptable limit.

4. Use nontraditional modes of instructional delivery.

Pros: The use of technology based instructional delivery strategies is an
integral part of the AVCCD educational master plan. Its use would
reduce the requirements for facilities in the Palmdale area. In fact, the
district projects that by the year 2000, twenty percent of the Palmdale
area instructional programs will be nontraditional per the Commission
on Innovation's recommendations.

Cons: With the exception of instructional broadcast television, and to a limited
extent, cable television, most "distant learning" technologies are not
readily accessible to prospective students in this instance. Cost and
maintenance requirements require most of these systems to be accessed
at a central sitewhich in this case would be the Palmdale center.

5. Establish an educational center in southeast Palmdale area.

Pros: Residents of the Palmdale area are currently significantly underserved,
with lower participation rates that reflect the excessive travel times
required to attend classes at the Antelope Valley campus. This lone
campus is facing enrollment demands in excess of its maximum capa-
city. The proposed new campus will be downsized to reflect its strong
commitment to distance learning. Finally, the proposal is consistent
with the 1990 Board of Governors' Long Range Capital Outlay Growth
Plan.

Cons: While the proposal has considerable merit, and is consistent with the
Board of Governors' Long-Range Capital Outlay Growth Plan, it does
not appear that state funds will be available in the immediate future to
support construction due to the state's economic climate.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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Staff Recommendation

Option 5

Rationale

Option 5 provides the AVCCD a means whereby it can continue to plan for the
eventual large service area in the Palmdale region. Although there is uncertainty as
to the continued availability of funds, planning for new campuses should not be
delayed until funds become a reality.

Recommendation

This item is being presented to the Board for initial review and comment. A
recommendation for action is anticipated at the July Board meeting.

Staff. Joe Keating, Administrator
Facilities Planning and Utilization

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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Proposed New Education Center for the
Antelope Valley Community College District

Antelope Valley Community College District SoutheastCampus

Background

As Los Angeles County's population growth has given rise to increasingly crowded
conditions in the greater Los Angeles Basin, the northern reaches of the county, in
the desert north of the San Gabriel mountains, have experienced incredible rates of
population expansion. Antelope Valley Community College District serves nearly
2,000 square miles of this region at its single campus in Lancaster.

At its January 1991 meeting, the Board of Governors approved the Long-Range
Capital Outlay Growth Plan. Recognizing that further development of the current
campus in Lancaster is limited and that enrollment was projected to reach build-out
by 2005, the Plan called for a new education center to be built in the eastern part of
the district in the short term (i.e., 1990-1995) to become a campus in the mid term
(i.e., 1995-2000).

While Lancaster has traditionally been the population center for the region,
Palmdale is growing at a much greater rate and will soon surpass Lancaster in size.
Unfortunately, while Palmdale's population growth is ahead of Lancaster's, its em-
ployment rate lags far behind, evidencing a need for job training opportunities.
Palmdale's enrollment figures also fall far short of those for Lancaster residents;
reflecting the common finding that student participation rates in community college
programs are highly negatively correlated with the distance that students must
travel in order to attend classes and to receive related support services.

Aware that towns farther to the south and east of Palmdale, such as Littlerock, had
even lower rates of enrollment, the district identified a potential site for the proposed
new center in the southeast Palmdale area. The site is located nineteen miles
(currently twenty-seven to thirty) minutes driving time, with traffic congestion
increasing) from the existing campus. The owner of the property, David Bushnell,
has agreed to donate 100 acres of land for the center, as part of a multi-use
development project. The terms of the agreement are being spelled out in a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) involving the Antelope Valley Community
College District, the City of Palmdale, and the property owner.

Approval of the proposed center at this time would enable the college district to
accept the very generous donation of a prime parcel of real estate at the location
considered by the district search team to be "the most viable option even if it were not
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a donated site." Such approval would not only secure the site, but would also enable
the college district to compete for capital outlay monies for facilities.

There is strong community support for this center. There is also strong support from
neighboring secondary and postsecondary institutions.

Analysis

Regional and Community Characteristics

The Antelope Valley Community College District spreads over nearly 2,000 square
miles in the windswept desert and arid valleys and small mountains northof the San
Gabriel mountains. The district encompasses over 45 percent of the land area of Los
Angeles County, as well as part of the southern portion of Kern County.

The proposed center would be located on the southeast edge of Palmdale, nineteen
miles (twenty-seven to thirty minutes driving time) from the existing campus in
Lancaster (Appendix A). More precisely, it will border on 47th Street, south of Barrel
Springs Road. The center is planned to cover 100 acres of a proposed 540-acre new
development that will also include a commercial center, golf course, and residential
units (Appendix B and Appendix C).

Major surfice access is provided by the Antelope Valley Freeway ( Highway 14),
which runs largely north and south through the heart of the district and connects
with Highway 1-5 just north of the San Fernando Valley. Highway 138, which mostly
runs east and west, connects with Highway 1-5 to the west near the Cajon Pass and
the "Grapevine," turns south and parallels Highway 14 from above Lancaster on into
Palmdale, and then continues on east, close by the site of the proposed center.

The following table illustrates the current commute times and distances from various
locations within the district to the proposed Palmdale center and to the Lancaster
campus. As road congestion builds due to projected population increases, the time
required to move from one location to another will also increase. The table also
illustrates that the commute times to the proposed center from other colleges and
universities is more than one hour.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD

70

BEST COPY AvAlt_m1
75



Appendix C

Item 11 3

Antelope Valley Community College District

Travel Times

I. Antelope Valley Community College District

Origin DestinatiOn Miles Time

1. AVC-Lancaster Campus Palmdale Center 19 27 Min.

2. East District Boundary Palmdale Center 27 36 Min.

3. Lake Los Angeles Palmdale Center 29 38 Min.

4. S.W. District Boundary Palmdale Center 33 35 Min.

5. North District Boundary Palmdale Center 36 55 Min.

6. N.W. District Boundary Palmdale Center 68 96 Min.

7. N.E. Boundary (Edwards AFB) Palmdale Center 32 38 Min.

8. North District Boundary AVC-Lancaster Campus 26 35 Min.

Q. West District Boundary AVC-Lancaster Campus 49 64 Min.

10. S.W. District Boundary AVC-Lancaster Campus 48 52 Min.

11. East District Boundary AVC-Lancaster Campus 34 45 Min.

12. N.E. Boundary (Edwards AFB) AVC - Lancaster Campus 25 33 Min.

IL Other Community College Districts

Origin , Destination Miles Time

1. College of the Canyons
.

Palmdale Center 51
,

61 Min.

2. Victor Valley College Palmdale Center 53 62 Min.

3. Los Angeles Mission College Palmdale Center 58 69 Min.

Note: The closest four-year college or university is CSU, Northridge; which is 62 :ages an
70 minutes from the Palmdale site.

The center is planned to be located in the area of most rapid growth in a greatly
expanding region. In fact, the cities of Lancaster and Palmdale (and other nearby
communities) are growing together as evidenced by a regional map showing major
surface streets (Appendix D). Seen as a residential alternative for people who
commute to jobs in Los Angeles, the high growth rates are expected to continue well
into the future. Nearly one-fourth of the population within a ten-mile radius of the
proposed site is Hispahic.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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Economically, the region is quite diverse; with Lockheed being one of the largest
employers. Outlying areas contain ranch land. Schools in the region have adopted
year-round schedules in an attempt to keep up with the population growth, and are
largely housed in portables.

Enrollment Projections

A review of the moat recent enrollment study by the Research and. Analysis Unit of
the Chancellor's Office projects an increase in Antelope Valley College enrollment
from 10,850 students in 1992 to 24,375 students by 2007, a 13,525 increase
(Appendix E). With an absolute maximum capacity of 20,000 students on the sole
existing campus, in Lancaster, this projection vividly demonstrates the need to
institute plans to accommodate the additional students.

The targeted opening date for the proposed center is fall 1998. Enrollment projec-
tions, which reflect historical and current enrollment and participation rates as well
as population growth patterns in the area, have been made for the proposed service
area and are presented in the table.

Antelope Valley Community College District Southeast Center
Projected Enrollments

1998-2008

Year Enrollment WSCH
1998 2,942 21,729
1999 3,366 24,861
2000 3,790 27,993
2001 4,214 31,124
2002 4,640 34,271
2003 5,207 38,459
2004 5,774 42,647
2005 6,341 46,835
2006 6,909 51,030
2007 7,441 54,960
2008 8,014 59,191

The initial enrollment projection shown above for the proposed Palmdale site repre-
sents a conservative adjustment of participation rates reflecting current patterns. It
should be noted that these patterns are, the result of conditions that have discouraged
attendance by many potential students.
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The projection began by applying the current participation rate of 6.01 percent of 18
to 64-year old residents of the proposed service area to the 1998 projected population
figures. Reflecting distance from the Lancaster campus, this rate is significantly
below the participation rate of 7.80 percent for the remainder of the district. This
figure was farther reduced by 50 percent based on the following conditions:

the current state funding limitation on student enrollment;

the initial limitations on curricular offerings planned for the center;

the probability that currently enrolled students will want to complete their
studies at the Lancaster campus;

the limitation on capital construction funds which will be required to build
the new campus; and

the potential that some residents in the northern part of the service region
may elect to attend the Lancaster campus.

the intent to expand distance learning to accouni. for 20 percent of
instruction by the year 2005.

In developing the projection, several additional assumptions were followed, including
those shown below:

a gradual rise of participation rate, not reaching 100 percent of the current
area rate until after ten years of occupancy;

no ncncredit enrollment; and

WSCH/enrollment rates for both day and evening classes estimated at 80
percent of the districtwide historical averages.

Discussion have been held with representatives of the Demographic Research Unit of
the state Department of Finance that have resulted in that agency's approval of the
district's enrollment projections for the center (see Appendix E-2).

Effects on Nearby Secondary and Postsecondary Institutions

The Antelope Valley Community College District has received support from all of the
neighboring educational institutions. No areas of adverse impact have been raised
(Appendix F). The lack of conflict stems from two important factors: the geo-
graphical isolation of the proposed center and the efforts of the district to jointly plan
with its neighbors.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD

R 73



Appendix C

6 Item 11

While there are eight contiguous community college districts, none are expected to be
impacted by the development of the proposed center. The closest "neighboring"
campuses are Victor Valley College and College of the Canyons, at least a one hour
drive away, at 53 miles and 55 miles distant, respectively, from the site of the
proposed center.

The area's K-12 and high school districts are striving to cope with ballooning
enrollments and limited facilities. They have noted the importance of providing their
students with opportunities within their community for a higher level of education.
They also see the new center as the answer to the problem faced by many older
members of the community who are looking to hone skills or seek new career paths,
only to find many classes either full or unavailable.

Community Support

Strong local interest and support have been amply demonstrated for the estab-
lishment of the proposed education center. This support has been expressed by
elected officials, leaders of business organizations, and by individual business leaders
(Appendix G). Local school officials have spoken in favor of thebenefits to their com-
munitiesincreased local access to higher education, continuing education and
retraining -to meet current and future job demands, and a cultural center for a
growing region.

Concrete evidence of this support is provided by the adoption of a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Antelope Valley Community College District,
the City of Palmdale, and a local landowner. The MOU provides for the landowner to
donate 100 acres of property to the district for the establishment of an education
center, as part of a multi-use development. The three parties to the agreement will
share proportionally in the coats of infrastructure developmenta great savings forthe district.

Programs and Services

The overriding objective for the proposed center is to respond to the growing needs
and preferences of the local community by making college programs and services
accessible to a wider range of people, especially the underserved and underre-
presented ethnic populations of the area, and to support local economic development
efforts by providing occupational training in conjunction with programs to recruit
new industries to the area.

The Antelope Valley Community College District is committed to offering a compre-
hensive set of programs and services at the earliest possible date. Economic factors
and size of enrollment will dictate how rapidly facilities and the support staff

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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necessary to achieve this objective can be provided. The master plan for the proposed
center calls for a program with the following major categories:

A complete, basic curriculum including fine arts, family and consumer
education, and physical education, with the necessary support services;
A complete complement of general education college transfer courses;
Vocational programs which respond to local needs;
Comprehensive student services; and
Full service learning assistance and learning resources.

The following table summarizes the proposed instructional program for the center
including the number of course sections, lecture assignable square feet (ASF), labor-
atory ASF, and total ASF for the initial phase.

A Projection of Instructional Offerings and
Assignable Square Feet for the Palmdale Site

(2,942 Students)

Instructional Discipline
TOP
Code

Number
Sections

Lee.
ASF

Lab.
ASF

Total
ASF

Biological Science 0400 7 213 1,534 1,747

Businesas/Management 0500 67 1,070 1,146 2,216

Computer Information Systems 0700 13 151 1,941 2,092

Physical Education 0800 18 39

Engineering/Technology 0900 24 64 2,074 2,138

Fine/Applied Arts 1000 18 146 1,408 1,554

Foreign Language 1100 14 432 542 974

Health Occupations 1200 10 86 772 858

Consumer Education/Child Development 1300 19 362 1.912 2,274

Humanities 1500 19 900 599 1,499

Mathematics 1700 15 837 350 1,187

Physical Science 1900 5 113 1,095 1,208

Psychology 2000 35 217 43 260

Public Affairs Services 2100 6 278 374 652

Social Science 2200 32 1,762 349 2,111

Interdisciplinary 4900 48 1,966 2,865 14,861

TOTAL.......... 350 8,538 27,004 35,870

Note: Physical Education activity utilization is not included in the allocation of laboratory space.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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The use of technology-based instructional delivery strategies is an integral part of
the master plan for the proposed center. The principal modes of delivery being
reviewed are instructional broadcast television, cable television, computer-based
instruction, computer-video disc interactive systems, satellite linkages, audio tape
learning systems, and laboratories featuring computer simulations. Regional
programming with adjacent community colleges and linkages with both public and
private four-year educational institutions are anticipated. All facilities planned for
the proposed center will provide for these modes of instructional delivery.

Serving the Disadvantaged

One of the great benefits of the establishment of a center in the southeast Palmdale
area is that it will greatly enhance the ability of the district to deliver educational
courses, programs and services to economically, educationally, socially, and phys-
ically disadvantaged students living in the Acton, Palmdale, Littlerock, and Pear-
blossom areas of the district. Residents of these areas, including a substantial
minority population, have a significantly lower participation rate than do residents
of other areas of the district. All special support services and learning assistance pro-
grams, including those for re-entry students, that have been available at the
Lancaster campus will also be provided at the proposed center. All facilities will be
constructed to provide barrier-free access to individuals with physical disabilities.
Because transportation is a major barrier to economically and physically disadvan-
taged students, simply making educational programs and services closer to their
homes will increase access.

Consideration of Alternative Sites

The district has been aggressively searching for a potential site in the southeast area
of the district for two years. Five potential sites were identified. Following discus-
sions with the City of Palmdale and the County of Los Angeles, the number of
potential sites was reduced to three. Representatives of the Chancellor's Office and
CPEC visited the sites and concurred with district officials that the preferred site was
the Bushnell property that is being proposed. The reasons included the following:

The favorable location in terms of service area demographics.
The feasibility of providing infrastructure as a participant in a larger
planned development.
A 100-acre, contiguous site.
The land cost for the site (free).
The potential for annexation to the City of Palmdale.
State Department of Aeronautics approval of the site.
The present and future road circulation system of the generalarea.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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The feasibility of completing an Environmental Impact Report for the site
with the anticipation that there will be no unresolvable mitigating
circumstances.
Local agency and resident support and cooperation.

With the cooperation of the City of Palmdale and the donation of the 100-acre site by
David Bushnell, the proposed site became, without question, the preferred
alternative.

Environmental Impact

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) developed for the proposed center location
will be part of the comprehensive EIR currently being processed for the total, 540 -
acre master planned project area. The Chancellor's Office and CPEC will be provided
with all information related to the Environmental Impact Report as it is approved by
the City of Palmdale. It is anticipated that the initial draft of the EIR will be
available in June 1994, with final adoption completed by September 1994. A specific
plan for the project area is currently being processed and will also be completed on a
parallel timeline.

Analysis of Alternative Delivery Systems with
Cost/Benefit Analysis

Alternative 1: Increased Utilization or Expansion of the Existing Campus

At the present time, the Antelope Valley College campus is utilized for both
regular semester and summer session programs.. Expansion of the existing
campus will not, alone, be sufficient to meet the enrollment needs of a
burgeoning population. By the year 2007, enrollment demands are expected
to exceed the maximum build-out potential of the existing campus by 25
percent.

These projections are not a true measure of the expected need for community
college services since they represent an extension of current enrollment
trends applied to anticipated rates of population increase. At this time,
participation rates for residents of Palmdale, Littlerock, and Pearblosaom in
the proposed center's service area, are only one-half to two-thirds of the
participation rates for residents of Lancaster. These lower rates reflect the
excessive travel times to attend classes at the existing campus. Expanding
the campus in Lancaster would do nothing to alleviate this problem.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD

BEST COPY AVAILABLE Q2 77



Appendix C

10 item 11

Alternative 2: Utilization of Local High School Facilities

Schools in the region have adopted year-round schedules in an attempt to
keep up with the tremendous population growth and are largely housed in
portables. Even standard high school facilities would be inadequate for the
presentation of many college programs; as they lack college-level labora-
tories and library holdings. In addition, holding classes at high schools does
not allow for the provision of counseling and other support services. Finally,
such facilities would not be available for day classes.

Alternative 3: Shared Use of Facilities with Other Postsecondary Institutions

The nearest neighboring institutions of higher education, public or private,
are Victor Valley College, located 53 miles away, and College of the
Canyons, which is 55 miles away from the proposed service area. Commute
time to either school would be at least one hourdouble the acceptable
limitfrom either the current Lancaster campus or the proposed Palmdale
site.

Alternative 4: Use of Nontraditional Modes ofInstructional Delivery

The use for technology-based instructional delivery strategies is an integral
part of the Antelope Valley Community College District's educational and
facilities master plans and will be incorporated into the center's delivery
system. There are, however, limitations to this option that keep it from
being considered either a practical or a financially stand-alone alternative tothe establishment of an educational center.

Beyond question, the wide range of systems planned for utilization show greatpromise for supplementing classroom instructional programs and developinglearning systems which permit students to pursue their learning in a self-paced,
individualized mode. With the exception ofinstructional broadcast television, and, toa still limited extent, cable television, most "distance learning" technologies are notreadily accessible to most prospective students. Cost and maintenance requirementsrequire most of these systems to be accessed. at a central site. Nevertheless, thedistrict recognizes that the development of a comprehensive system of instructional
delivery alternatives must be an important adjunct to the center's educational envi-ronment, and it is making plans to do so. Consistent with the recommendations ofthe Commission on Innovation, the district projects that "distance learning" willaccount for 20 percent of instruction by the year 2000.

Proposed New Education Center for the Antelope Valley CCD
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Rationale for Approving the Proposed Program

The establishment of the proposed education center in southeast Palmdale is con-
sidered to be the most feasible alternative to effectively and equitably provide full
services and comprehensive educational programs to the residents of the south-
eastern region of the Antelope Valley Community College District. The following
reasons justify this conclusion:

Residents of the proposed service area are currently significantly under-
served, with participation rates of one-half to two-thirds of the participation
rates for residents of Lancaster. These lower rates reflect the excessive
travel times required to attend classes at the existing campus.

Due to the high population growth rates in the region, the single, existing
campus in Lancaster will soon face enrollment demands in excess of its
maximum capacity. Development of a second site is imperative. The
proposed center would be situated in the area of greatest population growth.

Approval of the proposed center at this time would enable the district to take
advantage of a major cost-saving offer, namely, the donation of a 100-acre
parcel of land by a local developer and coat sharing of infrastructure im-
provements.

Economic Efficiency and Proposed Sources
of Funding for Needed Resources

The proposed site in southeast Palmdale is a 100-acre parcel of donated land. In
addition, the Antelope Valley Community College District, the City of Palmdale, and
the landowner/donor have entered into an agreement which outlines a plan for cost
sharing for the site planning and engineering of the master planned project area,
entitlement processing, the Environmental Impact Report, and the delivery of off-site
improvements to the proposed site.

Based on current appraisals, it is estimated that the value of the land donation is $2
million. Preliminary estimates would indicate that cost savings associated with the
other activities listed above will range between $3 to 4 million. The college will
continue to pursue both public and private partnerships for the development of facili-
ties, instructional programs, and support services for the proposed center/campus.

The projected building cost for phase I of the proposed center (80,000 assignable
square feet) would be about $16 million at today's construction costs. While,
theoretically, there are numerous sources for the financing of the construction of
college facilities, the most practical source in the current economic environment is a
combination of general obligation bonds and state lease/revenue bonds. Both of these
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funding sources are dependent upon appropriation of general fund revenue to repay
the bond debt-service costs. Therefore, there is uncertainty as to the continued
availability of these funding sources (at today's level of $150 million to $200 million
annually). On the other hand, staff believes, as does CPEC, that planning for new
campuses can not be delayed until funds become a reality. Appendix H offers the
view of CPEC as enunciated in its December 1992 agenda item approving both the
Folsom Lake College and the Lompoc Valley Center.

Summary and Conclusion

Staff analysis of the Antelope Community College District proposal to establish an
educational center near Palmdale has led to the conclusion that this proposal is
justifiable, desirable, and timely.

The district is experiencing a very high rate of population growth. All indications are
that this growth will continue for a considerable time. The single campus serving
district residents is rapidly approaching capacity. All other institutions of higher
education, whether two-year or four-year, are at least an hour's commute away.

The recommended location for the new center would be in the heart of the area of
greatest population growth. It would be ideally situated to accommodate future
demand.

The new center would provide access to community college programs to a currently
underserved population. The site selected for the proposed center is located nineteen
miles from the existing campus. Residents in the service area of the proposed center
are currently adversely impacted by their distance from the campus in Lancaster.
Participation rates from these communities are only one-halfto two-thirds of the par-
ticipation rates for residents of Lancaster.

Through the efforts of district, civic and community leaders, a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) is nearing adoption which provides for a local landowner to
donate 100 acres of land as a site for the proposed center as part of a larger multi-use
development. The MOU also contains agreements for on- and off-site improvements
to be developed on a proportional, cost-sharing basis with the City of Palmdale, the
district, and the donor. This will result in considerable additional cost savings for the
district.

No other alternatives were found to be feasible for providing full educational access
and opportunity to students, and potential students, residing in the southeastern
portion of the Antelope Valley Community College District. All of the neighboring
educational institutions are strongly supportive, as is the local community.
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Appendix D Demographic Research Unit Letter, March 29, 1994

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
915 L STREET
SACRAMEr "-0, CA 95814-4998

March 29, 1994

Michael L Maas
Maas, Rao, Taylor and Associates
6529 Riverside Avenue, Suite 105
Riverside, California 92506

Dear Mr. Maas:

The Demographic Research Unit approves the Antelope Valley College District's
projection for the Palmdale Education Center:

YEAR ENROLLMENT WSCH
1998 2,942 21,729
1999 3,366 24,861
2000 3,790 27,993
2001 4,214 31,124
2002 4,640 34,271
2003 5,520 38,459
2004 5,774 42,647
2005 6,341 46,835
2006 6,909 51,030
2007 7,441 54,960
2008 8,014 59,191

Thank you for your cooperation, and we extend our best wishes for the success of the
new center.

Sincerely,

/ (--
Linda Gage, Chief
Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance
915 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-3701

cc: Dr. Allan W. Kurki, Superintendent/President, Antelope Valley Community College
District

Alan Peterson, Facilities Planning Unit, Community Colleges Chancellor's Office
David Houtrouw, Facilities Planning Unit, Community Colleges Chancellor's Office
Bill Storey, California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Appendix E Letters of Support for the Center

Santa Clarita Community College District

26455 North Rockwell Canyon Road Santa Clarita, California 91355

.ollege of the canyons (805) 259-7800

Dr. Dianne G. Van Hook
Superintendent- President

February 15, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kink',
Superintendent-President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Alan:

I am very pleased to hear of Antelope Valley College's plans to establish a second campus
location. In these days of limited funding, I am sure that the donation of land for your project
makes it especially attractive.

Please be assured that the Santa Clarita Community College District supports the establishment
of this second campus site. We do not see a conflict with your proposed service area and feet the
new campus will not affect our enrollment or our educational programs.

I am sure the new campus will be an invaluable addition to meeting the educational needs of your
district's students. I wish you smooth sailing with the approval process for your second campus.

Since ely,

Dianne G. Van Hook, Ed.D.
Superintendent-President

DVH:jn

Board of Trustees

Bruce D. Fortino Michele R. Jenkins Joan W. MacGregor Ernest H. Moreno Richard G. Peoples
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18422 Bear Valley Road
Victory( Ile, CA 92392.9699

(619) 245-4271
FAX (619) 205-9744

SUPERINTENDENT
PRESIDENT

Dr. Edward 0. Gould

February 16, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue "K"
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear I25--Rtirki:

I am pleased to support Antelope Valley College's
plans to build a second campus south of Barrel
Springs Road on 47th Street East in the Palmdale
area. I am sure that the donation of land for your
project from David Bushnell makes it especially
attractive in these days of limited funding.

Please be assured that Victor Valley Community
College District supports the location of this
campus. We do not see a conflict with our service
area and believe the new campus will not affect our
enrollments or our educational programs. In fact,
your efforts to jointly plan with our district is
greatly appreciated. As a result of this
cooperation, both of our districts will be better
served..

I wish you the best of luck with the approval
process for your campus. No doubt the new campus
will be an invaluable addition to you in meeting the
educational needs of your district's students.

Sincere

Edw rd 0. GoUld
Superintendent/Preiident

84

RFST COPY AVAILABLE



Appendix E

KERN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

February 22, 1994

RECEVED

FEB 2 8 1993

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
2100 CHESTER AVENUE

BAKERSFIELD. CA 93301-4099
180513954104

Dr. Allan W. Kurki, Superintendent
Antelope Valley Community College District
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, California 93536-5426

Dear Allan:

It is my understanding you will receive a 100 acre site from
Mr. David Bushnell for a second campus in the southern part of
your district. With the growth in that area, it is clear that a
campus will be needed in the future. As your northern neighbor,
we are very supportive of this development to serve the students
of the Antelope Valley Community College District.

Planning for this campus in a timely way will solve many problems
in the future in serving students.

Sincerely,

Japre C. Young
Chantellor

JCY:kvw

JAMES C YOUNG, CHANCELLOR

BAKERSFIELD COLLEGE 1913 CERRO COSO COLLEGE 1974 RORrER VILLE COLLEGE 1927
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Chaffey College
Office of the Superintendent/President

February 25, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent /President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

RECE:VED

MAR - 4 1994
AN itLOrE

=.4CIU1IES LNIliNC--

Please be advised that the Chaffey Community College District
supports Antelope Valley College's acquisition of a 100-acre site for a second
campus of the Antelope Valley Community College District. As we know,
despite California's economic problems, California's population continues to
grow, and the demand for education continues. Your district has been
particularly impacted by growth, and, therefore, plans for expansion are in
order.

I wish you the nest of success as you undertake the process of planning
for a second campus.

Sincerely,

Jerry(W. Yong
Superintendent /President

srs

5885 Haven Avenue, Rancho Cucamonga, California 91737-3002 909/941-2110 Fax: 909/941-2784
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(

fAA CITY OF

PALMDALE

:c '0o2}
:2S7 .0: AWE-CF. .'Ai_E)

City of Palmdale

February 14, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 W. Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Allan:

JAMES C. LEDFORD JR

JAMES A. R00.

JOSEPH P. -JOE- DAVIES
counc.,,e .6e

DAVID J. MYERS
zoL,c.:,ence,

TERI JONES
Councine,cer

Please accept this letter as an indication of the City of
Palmdale's whole-hearted support for the establishment of a second
Antelope Valley College campus in Palmdale.

We believe that as this city continues to grow, this second campus
will be needed as a vital element in our community. As
envisioned, such a campus would meet the growing educational needs
of our populous as well as providing a significant contribution to
the economic vitality of Palmdale.

As you know, the City staff is currently processing plans for your
proposed 100-acre campus located south of Barrel Springs Road on
47th Street East. We feel this is an excellent location for your
campus, and our staff continues to work diligently with you, your
staff and the Bushnell family to process your planning application
for th13 new campus.

Again, the City of Palmdale fully supports the establishment of
this new Antelope Valley College campus as we consider it a

tremendous community asset. If we can provide you with any
additional assistance in this matter, please feel free to call me.

incerely,

ltJ, /

Robert W. Toone, Jr.
City Administrator

RWT:RDC:bl
wp284

cc: City Council
- G WAV. DA D A CA:.FORNPA %.1355C 4798 305/267 5100 e05 :t7 5
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City of Lancaster
44933 North Fern Avenue

Incaster. California 93534-2461
J5-723-6000

February 14, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurkl
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurkl:

Arnie Rodio
M21,.Of

Frank C Robes;
l'.ce Mal.or

Rev Henry W Hearns

George Lee Rc.,o
Coon:::rrar.

George Runner
C3unoman

James C
Ca,.- Manager

The City of Lancaster Is pleased to be able to support the establishment of a second campusfor the Antelope Valley Community College. With the extensive population increase that the
entire Antelope Valley has sustained over the last 15 years, a second campus located in the
southern portion of .the Valley will dramatically reduce the current. overcrowding.
Secondary education Is becoming increasingly important In our society, and making that
education accessible to everyone is a responsibility that we have an obligation to provide.
Adding a second campus will certainly help fulfill that obligation.

Sincerely,-

111
C. GILLEY

ty Manager

Mr
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s
,"

\-11,

1)
Educating Since 1885

Lancaster Schee( District
44711 NORTH CEDAR AVENUE. LANCASTER. CA 93534-3210 .805) 948.466'

cAx i8051 948-939E

DAVID ALVAREZ
SUPERINTENDENT

February 18, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki, President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster. California 93336-5426

Dear_Dr,.Kurki:

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
JAMES T. JEFFRA

GREG TEPE

ANDREW D. VISOKE'r

MELINDA A. WHITE

RICHARD T. WHITE

I am writing to convey my ardent support for a second campus for the Community College. As
an educator in the K-12 system. I am aware of the facility shortage we all face. The donation of
100 acres of land to the College is a tremendous gift.

I must emphasize that the shortage of classroom space, the lack of funds for new facilities and
the overcrowding of the current Antelope Valley campus, are significant obstacles in the quest
for higher education of Lancaster students. A second site would provide opportunities for the
expansion of current programs and allow for the addition of new courses.

The expansion of the College to include a second site would benefit the community significantly
in the area of employment and provide our students with additional educational opportunities.

Please continue to inform me of the progress in the approval process. I feel confident that the
California Postsecondary Commission will find the needs for this site worthy of their
consideration.

Sincerely,

David Alvarez
Superintendent

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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ANTELOPE VALLEY UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

MAIO OP TRAITS

WILDA N. ANOREJa%

ST^'E LANDAICER

A. PRICER

SOPHIA WAUGH

CHARLES L WHITES/DE

February 9, 1994

44811 SIERRA HIGHWAY, LANCASTER, C.4UFORNIA 93534-3226
18051 948.7655

Dr. Allan W. Kurki, Superintendent
Antelope Valley College
3041 W. Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

4011#004178A INNS

OR. ROBERT GIROL4
OPSTAXT SLPERINTINDE

RAYMOND J. MOA
ASSISTANT SOPERIPITENDI

°TAXATIONAL SCAN=

IVACAN77
Assisruir SLIMUNTTPOS

PENSONNEL SCHWA'S

CON CAME<
ASSISTANT SUPPITINTFINII

MO ESA SEANCES

We are pleased to learn that the Antelope Valley College has received a donation of
a 100-acre site for a second campus location on 47th Street East, Palmdale.

It has long been a community opinion, and ours, that a second campus is sorely
needed in this area. The Antelope Valley Union High School District is continually
dealing with an increasirg student population and trying to determine how to house
and provide a quality education for those students. This only strengthens our belief
that a second college campus will be necessary to accommodate those students as
they look to their community for the opportunity of a higher level of education. This
will be especially true as the cost of attending college away from home escalates.

In addition, many older members of the community are finding themselves in a
position of having to hone skills or seek new career paths. Unfortunately they are
finding that many classes are either full or not available.

We hope there is no delay in the approval for a second campus and if there is
anything we can do to help speed that process, please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely,

Robert Girol mo
Superintendent

v

ANTFLOPE VALLEY NCH SCHOOL OESTIO wain 'HOPI SCHOOL ACHLAINT INGO SCHOOL taTtipear PHOTO SCHOOL

PALNOALP HIGH SCHOOL OLIAPT7 rot, HIGH SCHOOL ANTTIOPP VALLEY AMU SCHOOL
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February 10, 1994

41/ lida4 Sekol ,/.44449/
ROY R. JIAARYOTT EDUCATION CENTER

39139-49 'NORTH TENTH STREET-EAST .

-..;.PALMDALE. CALIFORNIA 93550 .

'-: PHONE (8053 947:7T9T''.
FAX (805) 272-0515

Dr. Alan Kurki, Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, California 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

Through programs provided to students and staff, the Palmdale
School District has enjoyed a very positive relationship with the
Antelope Valley College.

The tremendous residential growth experienced in the area has had
a terrific impact upon the college and the need to establish a
second campus is apparent.

I understand that a 100-acre site has been donated for a second
campus location. I enthusiastically support the establishment of
this second campus here in the south end of the Valley.

Sincerely,

,------
Nancy K. Smith
District Superintendent

NKS/ms
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Appenaix

Charles L. Gasitineau
Superintendent

Dr. Alan W. Kurki
President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue t.
Lancaster, California 93536

Dear Dr. Kurki,

Board of Education

Mrs. Martha D. Johnson; President
Ms. Debra. A. Branch, Vice Pesident

Mrs. Ida E. Ward, Clerk
a Mr. Larry D. Lake, Member

Mr. Willard L. Ritchie, Member
0

.3-
Caring Y.--

February 16, 1994

The Eastside Union School District Board of Trustees and administration communicates via this letter
their strongest endorsement of the efforts of the Antelope Valley College to establish a second
campus near Barrel Springs Road and 47th Street East.

The Eastside Union School District, located in the eastern part of the Antelope Valley, recognizes
the significant contribution the Antelope Valley College makes to the entire community. Based on
the outstanding educational programs provided by the College, it is certainly appropriate and
necessary that expansion of opportunities be provided to the constituents in the southern and eastern
parts of the Antelope Valley.

The Board of Trustees, administration and staff of the Antelope Valley College have developed an
excellent educationally sound program. It is without reservation that the Board of Trustees of the
Eastside Union School District supports the Antelope Valley College in seeking to expand to another
location.

CLG:km

Sincerely,

CHARLES L. GASTINEAU
Superintendent/
Secretary to the Board

6742 East Avenue H' Lancaster, California 93535 District Office: (805) 946-2813
- 0
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Lockheed
Advanced Development Company
A Division of Lockheed Corporation
1011 Lockheed Way
Palmdale. California 93599.7289 Telephone (805) 5725025

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 W. Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

Sherman N Mullin
oiesident

February 15, 1994

We are extremely pleased that you are planning to open a second campus on 47th
Street East, south of Barrel Springs Road. As you know, Antelope Valley College
has been and will continue to be of great value and importance to Lockheed in the
Antelope Valley.

As planned, we will complete the permanent shut down of our Burbank plant in
June, 1994. At that time we will have over 4000 employees in Palmdale. and we
plan to continue at that employment level over the next several years. Antelope
Valley College will continue to support Lockheed in two important ways: as a
source of new employees and as a major participant in the continuing education of
our employees. Our current work force retirements at a rate of 200-300 employees
per year will continue, and new employees will be recruited. Participation by our
employees in continuing education will continue at a substantial level.

With our permanent move from Burbank to Palmdale clocking down to completion
in June, 1994, there is a large, continuous stream of employee family moves to the
Antelope Valley and we expect the number of employee children enrolled in
Antelope Valley College to steadily increase over the next several years.

In summary, we are in the Antelope Valley to stay and we believe that the growth of
the Antelope Valley College is very important to our organizational health and
business success in the years ahead. I believe that the establishment of a second
campus has great and enduring merit and I strongly recommend orderly and rapid
implementation of the second campus. It is a key element of maintaining an
enduring healthy economy in this valley.

Sincerely,

ef; T COPY AVAILABLE

97 93



Appendix h

INTER-CITY INSURANCE AGENCY, INC.
3166 East Palmdale Boulevard, Suite 110

Palmdale, California 93550
(805) 272-0094 Fax (805) 272-0437

1-800-540-1333

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

You might know I am very pleased with the prospect of having your second
campus located in Palmdale. Everywhere I go in Palmdale, I hear people
talking about having the new campus here where it is sorely needed. As a
Director of the Palmdale Chamber of Commerce, with the Education Portfolio, it
is going to be my job to work with you, and to help in Palmdale.

As a former Community College Board member, 24 years with North Orange
County, I know the pressure you have felt. You need a campus. Also, having
served as a Commissioner on the State Commission for Review of the Master
Plan for Higher Education, I am well aware of the prerequisites for a new
campus. Your donated 100 acres site is perfect. The price is right; the distance
from the current campus is right; the access is right; and the people of Palmdale
certainly support the need.

If I may do anything to help please let me know. I have arranged for a
presentation by your staff to the Palmdale Chamber, in April at their monthly
luncheon. I do hope the State will expedite your approval.

V truly yours,

),.01

Felix S. LeMarinel

BEST COPY AVAit-Afg
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LANCASTER
CHAMBER OP COMMERCH

February 16, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
President
ANTELOPE VALLEY COLLEGE
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536

Dear Dr. Kurki:

Ori behalf of the 1,010 member businesses of the Lancaster Chamber of Commerce
and it's Board of Directors, we want to officially support the establishment of a second
campus in the Antelope Valley.

While we certainly acknowledge the generally recognized educational contributions the
College has made to the community since its establishment in 1929, we want to
recognize the Antelope Valley College as the most important partner we have for
economic development - a need that is more important than ever with the changing,
culturally diverse demographics of the Valley, the tremendous retraining that must take
place for our laid-off aerospace workers, and the cooperative education needed to
teach our younger students good work habits and attitudes.

The College has always offered expanded educational services beyond the campus,
contracting with many business and/or governmental agencies to deliver
comprehensive training programs, seminars, and job analysis services and these same
needs grow even greater with the challenges of tomorrow.

Our needs have aiready outgrown our existing campus. We wcicome the opportunity
to support you in whatever way we can to bring this second campus to the Antelope
Valley.

Sincerely,

Carol Fryer
President

/mab

44335 Lowtree Avenue Lancaster, California 93534-4167 (805) 948-4518 Fax (805) 949-1212
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Office of the President

NORTHRIDGE

August 1, 1994

Dr. Allan W. Kurki
Superintendent/President
Antelope Valley College
3041 West Avenue K
Lancaster, CA 93536-5426

Dear Dr. Kurki:

I am pleased to support the Antelope Valley Community College District's proposal to build a new
community college in Palmdale to accommodate the projected rapid growth of this service area.

As the president_of a university which accepts a growing number of transfer students from the
Antelope Valley, I welcome the development of this campus, particularly given the increased
necessity for a better educated and skilled work force in California and the growing importance of
our community colleges in preparing students for baccalaureate institutions. Theapproval of your
proposal by the Board of Governors underscores the need for a second community college in one
of the fastest growing community college districts in California.

I applaud your efforts to anticipate the future needs of your community through the development of
this new campus. In view of the fine academic reputation of your Lancaster campus, I'm confident
that the district has the talent and creativity to build another institution to serve the needs of
California and the Antelope Valley community.

We look forward to strengthening the relationships between Cal State Northridge and the campuses
of the Antelope Valley Community College District.

Sincerely,

Blenda J. Wilson
President

BJW/rr

California State University, Northridge 18111 Nordhoff Street Northridge, California 91330-8230
(818) 885.2121 FAX (818) 885-2254 Internet bwilson@admin.csun.edu
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California's colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 17 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education in California. Two student members are
appointed by the Governor.

As ol February 1995, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Henry Der, San Francisco; Chair
C. Thomas Dean; Long Beach
Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles
Jeffrey I. Marston, San Diego
Guillermo Rodriguez, Jr., San Francisco;

Vice Chair
Melinda G. Wilson, Torrance
Linda J. Wong, Los Angeles
Ellen F. Wright, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are:

Roy T. Brophy, Fair Oaks; appointed by
the Regents of the University of California:

Yvonne W. Larsen, San Diego: appointed
by the California State Board of Education:

Alice Petrossian, Glendale; appointed by
the Board of Governors of the California
Community Colleges;

Ted J. Saenger, San Francisco; appointed by
the Trustees of the California State University;
and

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena; appointed by the
Governor to represent California's independent
colleges and universities; and

vacant, representing the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education.

The two student representatives are:
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A. Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to "assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,
innovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs."

To this end, the Commission conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of postsecondary
education in California, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, universities, and professional and
occupational schools.

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commission does not govern or administer any institutions,
nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit any of them.
Instead, it performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, administrative, and assessment
functions.

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which it debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the high school in California. By law.
its meetings are open to the public. Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by writing the Commission in
advance or by submitting a request before the start of the
meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren H..!sey Fox, Ph.D., who is appointed by
the Commission.

Further information about the Commission and its publi-
cations may be obtained from the Commission offices at
1303 .1 Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 98514-
2938; telephone (916) 445-7933 or Calnet 485-7933; FAX
(916) 327-4417.
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mission (June 1994)
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